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THE 

PREFACE 

THE  following  Q^trxcs  were  drawn  nf^  d 
few  Tears  ago^  at  the  Requeft  of  Friends^ 
•ivben  I  bad  not  the  ledft  afprehenjton  of  their 
roer  appearing  in  Trint,  as  might  be  guefs^d 
from  the  negligence  of  the  Style  and  Compojition. 
The  Occafon  of  them  was  this.  A  Clergyman 
m  the  Country,  well  efieem'd  in  the  Neighbour- 
hood where  He  lived,  had  unhappily  fallen 
in  with  jDr.  ClarkeV  Notions  of  the  Trinity  ;^ 
and  began  to  efpoufe  them  in  a  more  open  and 
unguarded  manner  than  the  T^oBor  Himfelf 
bad  done.  This  gave  fame  uneafinefs  to  the 
Clergy  in  thofe  ^arts,  who  could  not  but  be 
deeply  concerned  to  find  a  fundamental  Article 
of  Religion  called  in  ^ejiion ;  and  that  to0 
hy  one  of  their  own  Order ^  and  whom  They 
had  a  true  Concern  and  Value  for.  It  was 
pre  fumed,  that  a  fincere  and  ingenuous  Man 
{as  He  appeared  to  be)  might,  upon  proper 
Application,  be  inclinable  to  alter  his  Opi^ 
nion:  And  that  the  moft  probable  way  to 
bring  Him  to  a  Senfe  of  his  miftake,  was  to 
put  Him  to  defend  it,  fo  long  till  He  might 
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fethafS  fee  reafon  to  believe  that  it  "Was  not 
defenjible.  With  thefe  Thoughts^  I  was  f  re- 
tailed on  to  dra'w  up  a  few  Queries  \the 
fame  that  appear  nooi;,  excepting  only  fbme 
flight  verbal  Alterations^  and  when  I  had 
done,  gave  them  to  a  common  Friend  to  con- 
vey to  Him.  I  was  the  more  inclined  to  it^ 
for  my  own  InJiru£fion  and  Improvement^  in 
fo  momentous  and  important  an  Article :  Be- 
fides,  that  I  had  long  been  of  Opinion,  that 
no  method  could  be  more  proper  for  the  train- 
ing up  one's  Mind  to  a  true  and  found  Judg- 
ment of  Things,  than  that  of  private  Con- 
ference in  Writing  \  exchanging  Tapers^ 
making  Anfji'ers,  Replies,  and  Rejoinders, 
till  an  Argument  jhould  be  exhaujled  on  both 
Sides,  and  a  Controverjy  at  length  brought 
to  a  Voint.  In  that  private  way  {if  it  can 
be  private )  a  Man  writes  with  Eafinefs  and 
Freedom  \  is  in  no  pain  about  any  innocent 
Slips  or  Miftakes ;  is  under  little  or  no  Temp- 
tation to  perfjl  objiinately  in  an  Error  ( the 
Bane  of  all  publick  Controverjy')  but  con- 
cerned only  to  find  out  the  Truth,  which)  on 
what  Side  Jo  ever  it  appears)  is  always  Vi(5ory 
to  every  honejl  Mind. 

I  had  not  long  gone  on  with  my  Correjpon- 
dent,  before  I  found  all  my  Meafures  broken^ 
and  my  Hopes  intirely  frujirated.  He  had 
fent  Me.  in  Manufcript ,  an  Anfwer  to  my 
Queries ;  which  Anfwer  I  received  and  read 
with  due  Care ;  promised  Him  innnediately  a 
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Reply  \  and  foon  after  prepared  and  finiflfd 
it,  and  conveyed  it  fafe  to  his  Hands.  Then 
it  was,  and  not  till  thtn,  that  He  difcovered 
to  Me  what  He  had  been  doing ;  Signifying^ 
by  Letter,  how  He  had  been  over  ferfwaaed 
to  commit  his  Anfvver,  with  my  Queries,  to 
the  Vrefs\   that  They  had  been  there  fome 
time,  and  could  not  now  be  recalled ;  that  I 
mujl  follow  Him  thither,  if  I  intended  any 
thing  farther*^  andmujl  adapt  my  publickDe- 
fcnfe  to  his  publick  Anfwer,  now  altered  and 
improved,  from  what  it  had  been  in  the 
Manufcript  which  had  been  fent  me.  This 
News  furprtzed  Me  a  little  at  the  fir  ft  \  and 
forry  I  was  to  find  my  Correjpondent  fo  ex- 
tremely defirous  of  inftru6fing  Others,  inftead 
of  taking  the  moft  prudent  and  confiderate  Me- 
thod  of  informing  Himfelf    As  He  had  left 
Me  no  Choice,  but  either  to  follow  Him  to  the 
Vrefi,  or  to  defifl,  I  choje  what  I  thought  moft 
proper  at  that  Time\  leaving  Him  to  inftruB 
the  Publick  as  He  pleafed,  defigning  my  Self 
to  keep  out  of  Publick  ControverJy\  or^  at 
leaft,  not  defigning  the  Contrary.    But,  at 
length,  confidering  that  Copies  of  my  Defcnfe 
were  got  abroad  into  fever al  Hands,  and 
might  perhaps,  fome  time  or  other,  ftealinto 
the  Vrefs  without  my  Knowledge ;  and  con- 
fidering farther  that  this  Controverfy  now 
began  to  grow  Warm^  and  that  it  became 
every  honeft  Man,  according  to  the  Meafure 
his  AbHities^  t9  bear  bis  Teftimony  in  fb 
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good  a  Caufe ;  /  thought  it  heft  to  revife  my 
'Wafers ^  to  give  them  my  loft  Hand^  and  to 
fendThem  abroad  into  theW^orld\  whereThey 
tnuft  fiand  or  fall  {as  I  defire  They  Jhould) 
according  as  They  are  found  to  have  more  or 
lefs  Truth  or  Weight  in  Them. 

2)r.  Clarke  has  lately  fublijh'd  a  Second 
Edition  of  A/\f  Scripturc-Dodrine :  Where ^  I 
ferceivCy  He  has  made  feveral  Additions  and 
'Alterations^  but  has  neither  retraced,  nor 
defended  thofe  Tarts  ^  which  Mr.  NelfonV 
learned  Friend  had  judicioujly  replied  to,  in 
bis  True  Scripture-DocStrine  continued.  /  hofe^ 
impartial  Readers  will  take  care  to  read  One 
along  with  the  Other. 

One  thing  I  muft  obferve,  for  the  ^o£tor^s 
Honour,  that  in  bis  new  Edition  He  has  left 
out  thefe  Words  of  his  former  Inrroduiftion. 
•*  ^Tis  flain  that  every  Terfon  may  reafon^ 
ably  agree  to  /i^ch  Forms,  whenever  He  can 
•*  in  any  Senfe  at  all  reconcile  them  with 
Scripture.  I  hope,  none  hereafter  will  pre- 
tend to  make  ufe  of  the  T) odor's  Authority, 
for  fubfcribing  to  Forms  which  They  believe 
not  according  to  the  true  ifnd  proper  Senfe  of 
the  Words ^  and  the  known  intent  of  the  Im- 
pofers,  and  Compilers.  Such  Prevarication  is 
in  it  felf  a  bad  Thing,  and  would,  in  Jime^ 
bave  a  very  ill  Influence  on  the  Morals  of  a 
Nation.  If  either  State-Oaths,  on  one  fland^ 
pr  Church  Subfcriptions,  on  the  Otber^  once 
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iBvented  to  defend  or  falliate  fuch  grofs  In- 
Accrity ;  we  may  bid  farewell  to  Principles, 
W  Religion  will  be  little  elfe  but  difguis  d 
Atheilm. 

The  learned  T^oBor^  in  his  Introduction^ 
has  infertedy  by  way  of  Note,  a  long  ^^uota^ 
tion  out  of  Mr.  NeifonV  Life  of  Bijhof  Bull. 
He  cam  hardly  be  Prefumed  to  intend  any 
Parallel  between  Bijhop  BuliV  Cafe  and  his 
own :  And  yet  Readers  may  be  aft  fo  to 
take  it  ^  fince  the  ^odior  has  not  guarded 
agamft  it^  and  fince  otherwife  it  will  not  be 
eafy  to  make  out  the  pertinence  of  it.  The 
7)o£for  has  undoubtedly  fome  meaning  in  it^ 
tbo*  I  will  not  Prefume  to  guefs  what.  He 
*  objerves,  '*  That  there  is  an  exa£f  account 
"  given^  what  Method  that  learned  fVriter 
"  (Bilhop  Bull)  took  to  explain  the  "DoCirine 
'*  ^  Jaftification  (viz.  the  very  (ame  and  only 
**  Method  which  ought  to  be  taken  in  explain^ 
"  ing  all  other  T^oElrines  whatfoever)  how 
zealouflyHe  was  accufed  by  many  Syftema- 
tical  divines,  as  departing  from  the  T^o- 
"  Brine  and  Articles  of  the  Churchy  in  what 
**  He  had  done ;  how  learnedly  and  cffedually 
"  He  defended  Himfelf  againft  all  his  Adver- 
•*  iaries;  and  how  fuccefsful  at  length  bis  Ex- 
plication  was^  it  being  after  fome  Tears 
almoft  univerfally  received.    This  account 
is  true^  hut  defeBive ;  and  may  want  a  Sup- 
plement for  the  Benefit  of  common  Readers^ 

^  loirp^oA*  Pf  25.  x6. 
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wfni  way  wijh  to  know,  what  that  excellent 
Method  of  Bijhop  BuUV  was ,  by  means  of 
whifh  bis  Explication  proved  fo  fuccefsfui^ 
and  came  at  length  to  be  almojt  univerialiy 
received.    It  was  as  follows. 

I.  In  the  fir  ft  place  ^  his  way  was  to  ex^ 
amine  carefully  into  Scripture,  more  than  into 
the  l^zxuxQ  and  Reafbn  of  the  Thing  abftr^Elr 
edly  confider'd.  He  pitched  upon  fuch  Texts 
a^  were  pertinent,  and  clofc  to  the  Point; 
did  not  chuje  Them  according  to  the  Sound 
only  ^  but  their  real  Senfe\  which  He  ex* 
plained  juftly  and  naturally,  without  any  wrcft- 
ing  or  (training.  He  neither  neglcded  nor  dif^ 
fembled  the  utmoft  force  of  any  Texts  which 
feem^d  to  make  againft  Him  \  but  propo fed  them 
fairly,  and  anjwer*d  them  folidly;  without 
afiy  artificial  Eludons,  or  any  fubtile  or  fur- 
prizing  Gloffes. 

X.  In  the  next  place,  however  cogent  and 
forcible  his  reafonings  from  Scripture  appear^ 
ed  to  be,  yet  fie  modellly  declined  being  con- 
fident of  them,  unlefs  He  could  find  them  like- 
wife  fupportcd  by  the  general  VerdiEi  of  the 
primitive  CA«r^-^;  for  which  He  always  ex- 
prefs'd  a  moft  religious  Regard  and  Venera^ 
tion:  believing  it  e after  for  himfelf  to  err 
in  interpreting  Scripture,  than  for  the  univer- 
ial  Church  to  have  erred  from  the  Beginning. 
To  pafs  by  many  other  Inftances  of  his  fincere 
and  great  Regard  to  Antiquity,  /  Jhall  here 
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mentkn  me  only.    He  ♦  tells  2>r.  TuIIy,  ift 
themfi  Jerious  and  folemn  manner  itnagin- 
iik^  that  if  there  could  but  be  found  any 
me  Trofojitton^  that  He  had  matntain^d  in 
ill  bis  Harmony,  repugnant  to  the  ^o£lrinf 
if  the  Carholick  and  Primitive  Churchy  He 
'jsould  immediate^  give  uf  the  Caufe  ^  ft 
kwn  contentedly  under  the  reproach  of  a  No- 
vclift,  openly  recrad:  his  Error  or  Hcrefy* 
I  make  a  folemn  Recantation  in  the  Face  of  the 
'  Cbriftian  Worlds  and  bind  himfelf  to  per- 
petual filence  ever  after.  He  knew  very  well 
"^hat  He  faid\  being  able  to  Jhow^  by  an 
Hiforical  Deduction  that  his  i)o£{rine  had 
been  the  conftant  T^otirine  of  the  Church  of 
Cbrift^  f  down  to  the  Days  of  Calvin,  in  the 
Sixteenth  Century. 

3.  Be  fides  this  ^  He  demonftrated^  very 
clearly^  that  the  moft  antient  and  valuable 
Coo/c/nons  of  the  Reformed  Churches  Abroad 
'ii'ere  intirely  in  his  Sentiments.  He  examined, 
them  with  great  Care  and  ExaStnefs  ^  and 
anfjjefd  the  contrary  Tretences  largely  and 
folidly. 

4.  To  compleat  All,  He  vindicated  his  "Do- 
Brine  farther ^  from  the  concurring  Sentiments 
of  our  own  moft  early  ^  and  moft  judicious 
Reformers:  As  alfo  from  the  Articles,  Cate*- 
chiim.  Liturgy,  and  Homilies  of  the  Church 
of  England:  And  this  with  gteat  accurate 

*  Ball.  Apolog.  Contr.  TulL  p.  7. 
t  BqIL  Apoi.  vomn  T^L  p.  5^  \u 
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dnd  Strength  of  Riafon^  without  the  mem 
Arts  of  Equivocation  or  Sophifiry. 

I  may  add^  fifthly^  that  his  manner  of 
Writing  was  the  moft  convincing,  and  moft 
ii^;^ing  imaginable:  Acute^  ftrone,  and  ner-» 
vous ;  learned  throughout ;  and  uncere  to  n 
fcrupulous  Examine Js  \  without  artificial  Co- 
lours  or  Jiudied  Difguifcs,  which  He  utterfy 
abhor^d.    The  good  and  great  Man  breaths 
in  every  Line:  A  Reader,  after  a  few  ages 
may  be  tempted  almoft  to  throw  off  his  Guards 
and  to  rejign  Himfelf  imflicitely  into  Jb  fafe 
Hands.   A  Man  thus  qualified  and  accam-^ 
flijh^d^  having  true  Judgment  to  take  the 
right  Side  ofa^ejlion;  and  Learning,  Ability, 
and  Integrity  to  fet  it  off  to  the  greateft  Ad-^ 
vantage,  could  not  fail  of  Succefs  \  ejpecially 
conjidering  that  the  moft  judicious  and  learn^ 
ed  of  our  Clergy,  and  Thofe  beft  affelfed  to 
the  Church  of  England  {ftich  as  ©r.  Hadi- 
mond,  S^r.)  had  been  in  the  fame  Sentiments 
before  \  and  Bijhop  Buir/  bitter  eft  Adver- 
Jaries  were  moftly  Sydematical  Men  (^fro^ 
ferly  fo  called)  and  fuch  as  had  been  bred 
up  ( during  the  great  Rebellion )  in  the  Pre- 
deftinarian  and  Antinomian  Tenets,  as  Mr. 
♦  Nelfbn  obferves.    There  was  another  Cir- 
cumftance  which  Mr.  Nelfon  alfo  takes  f  no- 
tice of,  namely,  his  writing  in  Latin :  Which 
flyowed  his  thorough  Judgment  of  M^f^ 

♦  NclTon'i  Lifi  of  Bull.  fag.  98. 
t  Ncl<pn'i  L^e  of  Bull,  fag.  ^ 
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#  7Aif//.    He  would  not  "write  to  tbe^VxA^ 
€Md  l/nleamed  ( which  is  begiuning  at  the 
t  vmg  end^  and  doing  nothing)  but  to  the 
^  lamed  and  Judicious ;  knowing  it  to  be  the 
fnreft  and  the  Jhortejt  way ;  and  that^  if  the 
Point  be  gain'd  with  Them,  the  refi  come 

(m  ofCour/e;  if  not,  all  is  to  no  purpofe.  This 
kcame  s  Man,  who  had  a  Caufe  that  He 
\  could  craft  to ;  and  confided  only  in  the  fireogth 
\  if  his  Rcafbos.  By  fuch  Jaudable  asid  ingeou- 
:  COS  Methods^  that  excellent  Man  prevailed 
mer  his  Adverlaries;  Troth  oyer  Error,  Anti- 
quity over  Novelty,  the  Church  of  Chrift 
pver  Calyia  and  bis  Difiifles.  If  any  Man 
elje  has  Juch  a  Caufe  to  defend  as  Btjhop 
Bull  had^  and  is  able  to  manage  it  in  fuch  a 
Method^  by  Jhowing  that  it  ftands  upon  the. 
fame  immoveable  Foundations  of  Scripture  and 
Antiquity,  confirmed  by  the  concurring  Senfe  of 
judicious  fart  of  Mankind  %  then  He  need 
not  doubt  but  it  will  prevail  and  pro/per^  in 
any  Proteftant  Country,  as  univerlally  as  the 
other  did.  But  if  feveral  of  thofe  Circum- 
fiances^  or  the  condderable  of  them,  be 
wanting^  or  if  Circumftances  be  contrary^ 
then  it  is  as  vain  to  expert  the  like  Succefs^ 
as  it  is  to  expeH  Miracles.  It  mufi  not  be 
forgot^  that  the  fame  good  and  great  Prelate, 
afterwards,  by  the  fame  fair  and  honourable 
Methods^  the  fame  frength  of  Reafon  and 
profound  learning ,  gained  as  compleat  a 
f^horj  oyer  the  ^xm$^  in  regard  to  the 
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^ijiion  about  the  Faith  of  the  Antc-Nicene 
Fathers:  And  his  Determination,  in  tba$ 
f  articular,  was,  and  ftill  is,  among  Men  of 
the  greatefi  Learning  and  Judgment,  as  oni- 
verfally  fuhmitted  to  as  the  other.  His  ad- 
mirable  Treatife  {by  which  He  being  dead  yet 
Ipeaketh)  remains  unanfwer'd  to  this  SD^fyt 
4md  will  abide  Vi<3:orious  to  the  End.  But 
enough  of  this. 

I  am  obliged  to  y&y  fomething  in  Defence 
of  my  general  Title.  (A  Vindication  of  ChrifPs 
Divinity)  becaufe,  1  Jind^  Mr.  Potter,  Jmce  de- 
eeas^d,  was  rebuked  by  an*  Anonymous  Hand 
for  fuch  a  Title.  The  pretence  is,  that  our 
Adverfaries  do  not  difown  Chriffs  Divinity, 
as  the  Title  infinuates.  But  to  what  furfofe 
is  it  for  Them  to  contend  about  a  Name, 
when  they  give  up  the  Thing?  It  looks  too 
fike  Mockery  ( though  J  hey  are  far  from  in^ 
tending  it)  and  cannot  but  remind  us  of  Hail 
King  of  the  Jews.  No  body  ever  /peaks  of 
the  Divinity  ofMoies,  or  ^/^  Magiftrates,  or 
of  Angels,  though  called  Gods  in  Serif  ture. 
If  Cbrijt  be  God,  in  the  relative  Senfe  only, 
wAy  Jhould  we  ffeak  of  His  Divinity,  more 
than  of  the  Other}  The  Chriftian  Church  bas^ 
all  along  ufed  the  word  Divinity,  in  the  JiriSi 
and  proper  Senfe :  If  we  muji  change  theldtz, 
let  us  change  the  Name  too ;  and  talk  no  more 
of  Cbrifis  Divinity,  but  of  his  Mediatorlhip 
•nly^  oratmoft,  Kingihip-   This  will  be  the 
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avif  to  prevent  EquiVocanon ,  keep  up  pra- 
prkty  of  Language^  and  Jhut  out  falfe  Ideas. 
/ kMOW  no  Divinity,  but  Juch  as  I  have  de- 
fended: The  other ^  faljly  Jo  called,  is  itslly 
me.    So  much  for  the  Title. 

In  the  Work  it  felf  I  have  endeavored  to 
nnravel  Sophiflry ,  dete£i  Fallacies,  and  take 
§jf  Di%uifes,  in  order  to  fit  the  Controverff 
upon  a  clear  Foot;  allowing  only  for  the 
Myfterioofnefs  of  the  Subjedt.  The  Gentle- 
men of  the  New  way  have  hitherto  kept 
pretty  much  in  generals,  and  avoided  coming 
to  the  pinch  of  the  ^ejlion.  If  they  pleaje 
to  /peak  to  the  Toint,  and  put  the  Caufe  up^ 
on  a  jhort  IJfue,  as  may  eafily  be  done,  that 
is  all  that  is  dejlr'd.  I  doubt  not  but  all 
Attempts  of  that  kind  will  end  {as  they  have 
ever  done^  in  the  clearing  up  of  the  Truth, 
the  Hifappointment  of  its  Oppofirs,  the  ^oy 
of  good  Men^  and  the  Honour  of  our  Bleffed 
Lord  I  wbofe  Divinity  has  been  the  Rock  of 
Offence  to  the  Difputers  of  this  World,  now 
for  i6<DO  Tears  \  always  attacked  by  forHe  or 
other ^  in  every  Age,  and  always  Triumphant. 
To  Him,  with  the  Father,  and  the  Holy  Ghoft, 
Three  Perfons  of  the  feme  divine  Power,  Sub- 
fiance,  and  Perfections,  be  all  Honour  and 
Glory,  in  all  Churches  of  the  Saints,  now 
and  for  evermore. 
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Compare  the  following  Texts. 


I  am  the  Lord>  and  there 
is  none  elfe;  There  is 
no  God  befides  xnt^  Ifr. 

45*  5* 

Is  there  a  God  befides 

nie?  Yea,  there  is  no 
God,  I  know  not  any>  Ifii. 

- 1  am  God  and  there  is 
none  like  me;  Before  roe 
there  was  no  God  form*d, 
neither  fhall  there  be  after 
mei  Ifa.  ^6.  9. 


The  Word  was  God  > 
Jdb.  t.  I. 

Thy  Throne,  O  Godi 
Heb.  I.  8 

Chrift  came,  who  is  o- 
ver  all  God  bleffed  for  every 

Who  being  in  the  Form 
of  Cod,  Phil.  1.  i. 

Who  being  the  Bright^ 
nefs  of  his  Glory,  and  the 
exprefs  Image  of  his  Per- 


aU  E  R  Y  L 

Whether  all  other  Beings j  befides  the  one  Stspreme  God*  be 
mot  excluded  by  the  Texts  of  Ifaiah  ( to  which  many 
more  might  be  added)  and  conficjftently%  whether  Chrift 
can  be  God  at  ally  unlejs  he  he  the  fame  with  the  Su^ 
freme  God\  p.  2. 

QUERY  ir. 
Hither  the  Texts  of  the  New  Teflament  {in  the  fecbni 
Column)  do  not  po^v  that  He  (Chriftj  is  not  excluded^ 
and  therefore  muft  be  the  fame  Godf  p.  6. 

QUERY  nr. 
JFhether  the  Word  ( God  )  in  Scripture^  can  reafonablj  bi 
fupposd  to  carry  an  ambiguous  >neaning^  cr  be  usd  iti 

a  dif- 
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a  different  Senfe,  when  applied  to  the  Father  and  Spa^ 
in  the  fame  Serif tttre^  una  even  in  the  fime  verfeX  (See 
Joh*  I.  u)  p.  47. 

Q  U  E  R,  Y  IV. 
Vhethery  fi^fi*^g  Scr if twe- Notion  6f  Citd  to  be  mo 
more  than  that  of  the  Author  and  Governor  of  the 
Univerfe^  or  whatever  it  he,  the  admitting  of  Amtber 
to  be  Author  and  Governor  of  the  Univerle »  be  me 
admitting  another  God;   contrary  to  the  Texts  before 

cited  from  Ifaiah ;  and  alfo  to  Ih.  42.  8.  48.  ii. 

where  he  declares^  He  will  not  give  his  Glory  to  Ano- 
ther? f.  7J. 

d  U  E  R  Y  V. 

f^hether  Dr.  Clarke's  fretenccy  that  the  Authority  tf  Fa^ 
ther  and  Son  being  Ooe>  tbo*  they  are  two  d^inil  BeittgSj 
makes  them  not  to  be  two  Gods,  As  a  King  upon  the 
Throne  and  his  Son  adminilh-ing  the  Fathers  Go« 
vemmeot)  are  not  two  Kings ,  be  not  trifling  and 
tnconfiflentl   For>  if  the  Kittys  Son  be  not  a  King,  he 
cannot  truly  be  called  King,*  if  he  is»  then  there  are 
two  Kings.    $o»  if  the  Son  be  not  God  in  the  Scrips 
tttre-Notion  of  God>  he  camtot  truly  be  called  God; 
and  then  how  is  the  DoSor  confijkm  with  Serif  ttere^  or 
with  Himfelfi  But  if  the  Son  be  truly  God«  there  ara 
two  Gods  tifon  the  DoSor^s  Hyfothejis^  as  plaiidy  as 
jhat  one  and  one  are  two :  and  Jo  all  the  Texts  of 
Ifaiah  cited  above ,  beftdes  others^  fiand  full  and  clear 
agiunfi  the  DoQor's  Notion,   f.  79. 

TEXTS,  proving  an  ^nity  of  divine  At- 
tributes in  Father  and  Son^  applied. 

To  the  om  God.         I  To  the  Son. 

Thou,  even  Thou  onlyj  Heknew*llMcn&c.%A. 
knoweft  the  Heam  of  all  I  x.  14.  Thou  knoweit  all 

the 
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the  Children  of  Men,  i. 
langi  8.  39* 

I  the  Lord  fearch  the 
Heartj  I  try  the  Reins, 
Jtr.  17, 10. 

I  am  the  firft,  and  I  ann 
the  laft,  and  bcfides  me  there 
is  no  God,  IJ'a.  44.  $• 

I  am  A  and  Hi  the  be* 
ginning  and  the  end, 


King  of  Kinc^s,  and  Lord 
of  Lordsj  !•  Ttm.  6.  15* 


The  mighty  God 

IQ.  21* 


Lord 
10.  \%. 


over   all ,  R^m. 


Things,  itf.  30.  which 
knowcft  the  Hearts  of  all 
Men,  ASs  i.  Z4. 

I  am  he  that  fearcheth 
the  Reins  and  the  Heart, 
Rev.  1.  3* 

I  am  the  firft,  and  I  am 
the  laft,  Rev.  1.  17. 


I  am  A  and  n>  the  begin* 
ningand  the  end,  Rev.  l^. 

Lord  of  Lords,  and  King 
of  Kings,  Rev.  17.  14— 

The  mighty  God, 

He  is  Lord  of  all,  jiUs 
10.  36. 

Over  all  God  blefled  , 
&c;  Rom.  p.  5. 

d  U  E  R  Y  VL 
Whether  the  fame  CharaSeriftkks  j  ejpecsally  fuch  eminent 

irnes^  can  reafinablj  be  underftood  of  two  difiwH  Beings ; 
.  offd  of  one  Infinite  and  Indefendent^  the  other  Dependent 

and  Finite  ?  p.  89. 

CLU  E  R  Y  Vir. 

I03ether  the  Fathers  Omnifcience  and  Eternity  are  not  one 
and  the  fame  ivith  the  Son\  being  alike  deferib*dy  and 
in  the  fame  phrafis^.  p.  100. 

QUERY  Vlir. 

IVhether  ILttrnxty  does  not  imply  ncccflary  Exiftcncc  of 
the  Son;  which  is  inconfftent  with  the  Dolor's  Schemed 
jtnd  whether  the  *  Dotlor  hath  not  made  an  elufive, 
•  Reply,  p.  127, 

equiv#- 
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cqBiYOCating  jlnfiver  to  the  OijdHofty  fince  the  Sm 
he  s  neceflary  Emanation  from  the  Father  >  the 
Will  and  Power  ef  the  Father j  without  any  Contradim 
Siofti  Will  is  Ofte  thiag^  and  Arbitrary  WHl  another^ 
p.  III. 

Q  U  E  R  Y  IX. 
Whether  the  dhme  Attribtaesy  Omnifciencef  Ubiquity^ 
&c.  thofe  iMdividitai,  jittribtttes  can  be  commumcated 
without  the  divine  EJfenccy  from  which  thej  are  infefo^ 
ratlei  p.  i&f. 

QUERY  X. 
fPhethers  if  they  (the  Attributes  belonging  to  the  Son^ 
be  not  Individually  the  Jame,  they  can  be  any  thing 
mere  than  fame  RefembUnces  of  them,  differing  from 
them  as  Finite  from  Infinite;  and  then  in  what  Sinje^ 
or  with  what  Truth  can  the  DoSor  fretend  that  ^  ^.1', 
divine  Powers,  except  abfolute  Supremacy  and  Irac* 
pendency >  are  cammtemcated  to  the  Sonf  And  whether 
mnr  Beings  bejides  the  one  Sufreme  Being*  muft  not  ne^ 
€eJlSarily  be  a  Creature  and  Finite;  and  whether  all 
divine  Powers  can  be  communicated  to  a  Creature^  In* 
finite  PerfeSion  to  a  Finite  Beingt  p.  174. 

a  U  E  R  Y  XI. 
Whether  if  the  DoSor  means  by  Mvine  P ewers y  Powers  ghen 
by  God  (in  the  fame  Senfe  as  AngeUcal  Powers  are  di« 
vine  Perwert )  only  in  a  higher  Degree  than  are  grven 
to  other  Beings ;  it  be  not  etjuivocating  and  faying  nothing  : 
Nothing  that  can  come  up  to  the  Senfe  of  thofe  Textt  fe^ 
fore  cnedi  f  or  to  thefe  following!  p.  l8l. 

Applied. 

To  the  one  God.  To  God  the  Son^ 

Thou,  even  Thou,  art      All  things  were  made  by 

Lord  alone;   Thou  haft  hitOf  Joh.  i.  3.    By  him 

^  Scripture  Dodr.  p.  198.  t  Query  6.  p.  89* 

B  'wete 
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made  Heaveos  the  Heaven 
of  Heavens  with  all  their 
Hoft,  the  Earth,  and  all 
things  that  are  therein  &c. 
Neh.  9.  6. 

In  the  Beginning,  God 
Created  the  Heavens  and 
the  Earth,  Gen.  i.  i. 


were  all  things  Created;  He 
is  before  all  things  and  by 
him  all  things  Confifi, 
lof.  I.  16.  17. 

Thou,  Lord,  in  the  Be* 
ginning,  haft  laid  the  Foun- 
dation of  the  Earth;  and 
the  Heavens  are  the  Work 
of  thy  Hands,  Heb.  i.  lo. 


CLU  E  R  Y  XII. 

t03ether  the  CresUer  ef  all  Things  was  not  himfelf  Vncreat^ 
ed;  and  therefore  cotdd  not  be  Osx  oymVy  tnade 
cm  of  nothingi  p.  194. 

Q.U  E  R  Y  XIII. 

Whether  there  can  be  am  Middle  between  being  made  out 
of  nothings  and  out  of  fomething ;  that  is,  between  being 
cm  of  nothing,  and  out  of  the  Father* s  Suhjlance ;  be^ 
tween  being  eflentially  God,  and  being  a  Creature? 
iPhethery  confeqnentljy  the  Son  mujl  not  be  either  eflen- 
tially God,  or  el/e  Si  Creature?  p.  202, 

QUERY  XIV. 

Jfhether  Dr.  Clarke,  who  everj  where  denies  the  Confub^ 
Jiantialitj  of  the  Son  as  ahfnrd  and  contradiSlorj^  does 
not,  of  Ccnfeijuencey  affirm  the  Son  to  be  a  Creature^ 
QOC  orTttr,  and  Jo  fall  under  his  own  cenfure,  and 
is  Self^condemn^d^  p.  z\x. 

a  U  E  R  Y  XV. 

IVhether  he  alfo  muJl  not^  of  Confequence^  affirm  of  the 
Son^  that  there  was  a  time  when  he  was  not,  fince 
God  nmfl  exifl  before  the  Creature;  and  therefore  is 
mgam  Self -condemned  ('Sec  prop.  \6.  Scrip.  Doftr.; 

And 
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jiltd  whether  he  does  not  equivocate  in  fiying  ^  elfiwhere 
that  the  Jecond  Perfon  has  been  always  with  the  firjl; 
and  that  there  has  been  no  time^  when  he  was  not  Jo  2 
And  laftljt  whether  it  be  not  a  vain  and  weak^  atteh'^t 
to  pretend  to  anj  middle  way  between  the  Orthodux 
and  the  Arians;  or  to  carry  the  Soh'%  Divinitj  the  ieaji 
higher  than  thej  did^  without  taking  in  the  Confnbjlan^ 
tiaUtji  p.  214. 

divine  Worjhif  due 


To  the  one  God. 

Thou  (halt  have  no  o- 
ther  Gods  before  me,  Exod. 

Thou  /halt  Worlhip  the 
Lord  thy  God,  and  hira 
only  (halt  thou  ferve,  Matt. 
4*  lo. 


To  Chrifl. 
They  worfhip'd  him  I 

Ltsk:  24*  ^5* 

Let  all  the  Angels  of  God 
worlhip  him,  Heb.  i.  tf. 

That  all  Men  fhould  ho- 
nour the  Son,  even  as  they 
honour  the  Father  >  Jo6m 
5.  2J. 


QUERY  XVr. 

Whether  by  thefi  (of  the  fir  ft  Column)  and  the  like  TextSi 
Adoration  and  Worfbio  be  not  fo  apfropriated  to  the  one 
God,  as  to  belong  to  him  only  I  p*  it^f* 

CLU  E  R  Y  XVIL 
Whether y  notwithftanding,  WorJIjip  and  Adoration  be  not  e^ 
quallj  due  to  Chrift ;  and  confeqnently,  whether  it  muft 
not  follow  that  he  is  the  one  Godj  and  not  (  as  the  A« 
rians  fippofe)  a  diflinU  inferior  Being?  p.  251* 

CLU  E  R  Y  XVIIL 
Whether  Worfhip  and  Adoration^  both  from  Men  ondAngelsj 
was  not  due  to  him^  long  before  the  Conmencing  of  hit 

?  Script.  Doftr.  ^  \a . 
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Mediatorial  Kingdom*  4$  he  was  their  Creator  and 
Preferver  (See  Col.  i.  169  ij.)  jind  whether  that  he 
not  the  fame  Title  to  jidoration  which  Qod  the  Father 
hathy  as  jitithor  and  Governor  of  the  Vrnverfcy  ttpon  the 
DoQor*s  own  Principles  ?  p.  16 j. 

dU  E  R  Y  XIX. 

Whether  the  DoHor  hath  not  given  a  very  partial  Account 
of  Joh,  5*  23.  fottnding  we  Honottr  due  to  the  Sony 
on  this  onljfy  that  the  Father  hath  committed  all  Judg- 
ment to  the  Son ;  when  the  trtte  Reafon  afftgnd  by  our 
SaviottTy  and  iUuftrated  hj  fever al  Inflances^  isj  that  the 
Son  doth  the  fame  things  that  the  Father  doth,  hath  the 
fame  Power  and  jimhority  of  doing  what  he  will;  and 
therefore  has  a  Title  to  as  great  Honoury  Reverence,  and 
Regardy  as  the  Father  himfelf  hathl  An.i  it  is  no  Ob" 
jeaion  to  this,  that  the  Son  is  there  faid  to  do  nothing 
of  himfelf)  or  to  have  all  given  Him  h  the  Father; 
Jmce  it  is  own* d  that  the  Father  is  the  mountain  of  ally 
from  whom  the  Son  derivesy  in  an  ineffable  manner y  his 
Effence  and  Powers,  fo  as  to  be  one  with  him.    p.  27  J, 

a  U  E  R  Y.  XX. 

Hither  the  DoSor  need  have  cited  500  TextSy  wide  of  the 
ftirpofiy  to  prove  what  no  Body  deniesy  namely  a  Subor- 
dination! in^.Jome  Senfiy  of  the  Son  to  the  Father;  could 
He  have  fotmd  but  one  plain  Text  againft  his  Eternity 
or  Confubftantialitys  the  points  in  Quefiion  ?  p.  2^8. 

aU  E  R  Y  XXI. 

Ifhether  he  be  mt  forc*d  to  fupply  his  want  of  Scriptttre-* 
proof  by  very  jlrain*d  and  remote  InferenceSy  and  very 
uncertain  Reafonings  from  the  Nature  of  a  thingy  confef 
Jediy,  Obfcure  and  above  Comprehenfon ;  and  yet  not 
more  fo  than  Gotts  Eternity,  Ubiquity,  Prelcience^ 
w  other  ^tribsstes,  which  yet  we  are  obliged  to  ackpow* 
ledge  for  certain  Tmht  p.  joj* 

QUERY 
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QUERY  XXir. 
JfUiber  his  (the  Doftors^  whck  perfrmumce,  ^n/henever 
He  differs  from  us^  be  sutj  thing  more  thsn  a  Repetitiom 
ef  this  Affertion^  that  Being  imd  Perfon  are  the  famtt 
or  thai  there  is  no  Medium  between  Tritheiim  and  Sa- 
bellianifm  i  which  is  removing  the  Canfe  from  Scriptttre 
to  natter al  Reafon;  not  very  Confiftentlj  with  the  Titk  of 
his  Boakf    p*  32(S. 

CLU  E  R  Y  XXIir. 

Whether  the  BoSor*s  Notion  of  the  Trimtj  be  mtri  that 
and  intelligible  than  the  other  ? 

The  Difficnltj  in  the  Conception  of  the  Trinity  is,  how  Tbrei 
Perfins  can  be  One  God. 

Does  the  DoSor  deny  that  every  One  of  the  Perfensy  Jingbf^ 
is  God  ?  Not  Does  he  deny  that  God  is  Onei  No :  bow 
then  are  Three  One 

Does  one  and  the  fame  Aatherity^  exercifid  by  ally  makg 
them  one,  niemerically  or  indsvidnally  one  and  the  fame 
God?  That  is  hard  to  conceive  haw  three  diftmU  Beings^ 
according  to  the  Dover's  Scheme^  can  be  individttally  one 
God,  that  is,  three  Perfins  one  Perfon. 

If  therefore  one  God  necejfarily  Jign^s  bttt  one  Perfon^  the  Con^ 
fiqnence  is  irrefifiible ;  either  that  the  Father  is  that  one 
Perfony  and  none  elfiy  which  is  downright  Sabellianifin  i 
or  that  the  three  Perfins  are  three  Go£. 

Thus  the  DoSor's  Scheme  is  liable  to  the  fame  Diffictdties 
with  the  other. 

There  is  indeed  one  eafy  way  of  coming  off^^  and  that  is^ 
by  faying  that  the  Son  and  Holy-Spirit  are  neither  of 
them  Godj  in  the  ScrfptnrO'finfe  of  the  Word.  Bat  this 
is  ctetting  the  Knot,  injiead  of  ttntjing  it ;  and  is  in  ef* 
feS  to  fay^  they  are  net  fit  forth  as  divine  Perfins  in 
Scripttere. 

Does  the  Commtenicathn  of  divine  Pvwers  and  jttrthtttes 
frem  Father^  to  Son  and  Holy-Spirit,  makg  them  one 
God,  the  Divinity  of  the  two  latter  being  the  Father's 
B  3  Divinity  i 
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Dhimty^.  Tef  the  fame  difficulty  rectirs:  For  either  the 
Son  and  Holy^Ghoft  have  dijHnEi  ^itrihtttes,  and  a  di^ 
fi$n£l  Dtvwitj  of  their  efwnj  or  they  have  not :  If  they 
have^  they  Ttre  (upon  the  Do5lor*s  Principles)  dijlinfi  Gods 
from  the  Father,  and  as  much  as  Finite  from  Infinite  y 
Creature  from  Creator  i  and  then  how  are  they  one\  If 
they  have  not,  then,  fince  they  have  no  other  Divinity, 
but  that  individual  Divinity  and  thofe  jittributes  which 
are  infeparahle  from  the  Father's  Epncet  they  can  have 
no  MftinR  EJfence  from  the  Father's;  and  Jo  (accord^ 
ing  to  the  DoSor)  will  be  one  and  the  fame  Perfony  that 
is,  will  be  Names  only. 

Whether  this  be  not  as  unintelligible  as  the  Orthodox  No^ 
tion  of  the  Trini^,  and  liable  to  the  like  Difficulties : 
communication  of  Divine  Powers  and  Attributes^  without 
the  Sub/lance^  being  as  hard  to  conceive,  nay,  much  har~ 
der  than  a  communtcation  of  Both  together  ?  p*  34J  • 

Ct  U  E  R  Y  XXIV. 

Whether  Gal.  4.  8.  may  not  be  enough  to  determine  the 
dijpute  beiwixt  us ;  Jince  it  obliged  the  Doctor  to  confcfs 
that  Chrijl  is  ^  by  Nature  truly  God>  as  truly  as 
Man  is  by  Nature  truly  Man. 

Jle  equivocates  J  there,  indeed,  as  Vfual.  For,  he  will  have  it 
to  fignifj,  that  Chrift  is  God  by  Nature,  only  as  having 
by  Wat  Nature  which  he  derives  from  the  Father,  true 
Divine  Power  and  Dominion :  that  is,  he  is  truly  God 
by  Nature,  as  having  a  Nature  dijiin£l  from  and  infe- 
rior  to  Gou's,  wanting  f  the  moft  Effential  Charadter 
of  God,  Self^exifience.  What  is  this  but  trifling  with 
WordSi  and  playing  faft  and  loofei  p.  570. 

CLU  E  R  Y  XXV. 
Whether  it  be  not  clear  from  all  the  genuine  remains  of  An^ 
tiquity,  that  the  Catholick^  Churcn  before  the  Council  of 
Nice,  and  even  from  the  beginning,  did  believe  the  £- 
ternity  and  ConfubJIantiality  of  the  Son}   if  either  the 
Reply  p.  81^        t  R^ply  P«  P»! 
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Ccmfieres  fajsd  ttpon  Heretickf»  or  farticnlar  foQagei  of 
the  ./iMticHteft  Father can  amonnt  to  a  froof  if  a  thifig 
ef  this  Natstrei  p.  378. 

QUERY  XXVI. 
Whether  the  DoSor  did  not  eqtsivocate  or  frevaricate  Rrange^ 
h  »  *  Generality  of  Writers  before  uie 
Council  of  Nice>  were)  in  the  wholet  clearly  on  his 
fide :  when  it  is  manifeft,  thej  Tifere^  in  the  generak 
no  farther  on  his  Jide^  than  the  allowing  a  Subordina« 
tion  amonnts  to;  no  farther  than  onr  awn  Chnrch  is  on  his 
pdcy  Tvhile  in  the  main  points  of  difference^  the  Eternity 
and  Confubftantiality*  they  are  clearly  againfi  himi 
That  isy  they  were  on  his  fide^  fo  far  as  we  acl^owled^o 
htm  to  be  righty  bnt  no  farther,  p.  385^. 

QUERY  XXVII. 
Whether  the  Learned  Do^or  m^  not  reafonaUy  be  fiffos*d 
to  fajy  the  Fathers  are  on  his  fide  with  the  fame 
Meaning  and  Referve  as  he  pretends  onr  Church-Forms 
to  favonr  him;  that  is^  provided  he  may  interpret  as  ho 
pkafisy  and  make  fhem  Jpeak,  his  Senfe,  however  Contram 
diilory  to  their  own  :  Sisd  whether  the  true  Reafin  why 
he  does  not  care  to  admit  the  Teftimomes  of  the  Fathers  as 
Proofs,  majf  not  be,  becatsfe  they  are  againft  him? 
p.  422. 

a  U  E  R  Y  XXVIIL 
Whether  it  be  at  all  probable  ^  that  the  primitive  Chftrcb 
fbonU  mijiake  in  fo  material  a  Point  as  this  is;  or  that 
the  whole  Stream  of  Ghriftian  Writers  fbonld  miftakg  in 
telling  us  what  the  Senje  of  the  Church  was ;  and  whe* 
ther  fuch  a  Cloud  of  Witnejfes  can  be  fet  afide  without 
weakining  the  only  Proof  we  have  of  the  Canon  of 
Scripture^  Md  the  Integrity  of  the  Sacred  Text  \  p.  4  5<f. 
*  Anfwer  to  Dr,  WtUs  p»g.  18. 
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Whether  private  Reafimttgj  in  a  matter  above-  cnr  Com^ 
p-ehen/iony  he  a  fafer  little  to  go  bj,  than  the  general 
Senfe  and  Jttdgment  of  the  primitive  Chterchy  in  the 
firfi  500  Tearsi  or,  f^ff^P^g  *^  donhtfal  what  the  Senfe  of 
the  Church  was  within  that  time,   whether  what  was 

*  determind  by  a  Council  of  300  Bifbops  foon  after ^  with 
the  ffreateji  Care  and  Deliberation,  and  has  fatisfied  Men 
of  the  greatefl  Senfi,  Piety  and  Learnings  all  over  the 
Omftian  Worlds  for  1400  Tears  finccy  may  not  fatisfy 
wife  and  good  Men  wrw  ?  p.  /^6o. 

QUERY  XXX. 
fFhethery  fu^fing  the  Cafe  doubtfuh  it  be  not  a  wife  Man*s 
fart  to  take  the  Jafer  Side;  rather  to  think  foo  highly, 
than  too  tneanlj  of  our  Blejfed  Saviottr;  rather  to  fay 
s  modefl  deference  to  the  Jttdgment  of  the  Antient  and 
Modem  Chterch,  than  to  lean  to  one's  own  Vnderftand* 
ing\  p.  475. 


Whether  anj  thing  lefs  than  clear  and  evident  Demonftra- 


on  fide  of  OiSbodoxy,  from  Scripture,  Reafon^ 
etnd  Antiquity:  jind  whether  we  may  not  wait  long 
btfm  we  fold  fuch  Demooftration/  p.  481. 
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OF  SOME 

CLU  E  R  I  E  S 

RELATINGTO 

Dr.  CLARKE'S 
Scheme  of  the  Trinity 

IN  ANSWER  TO  A 

CLERGY-MAN  inthe  Country- 
Compare  the  following  Texts. 


/  am  the  Lord^  and 
there  is  none  elfe\ 
There  is  no  God  be- 
fides  me^  Ifa.  4^.  5-. 

Is  there  a  God  be- 
fides  me  ?  Tea^  There 
is  no  God^  I  know  not 
any^  If.  44.  .8 

/  am  God  and  there 
ts  none  like  me\  Be- 
fore me  there  was  no 
God  formfd^  neither 
Jhall  there  be  after 
me.  I£  46.  9, 


The  Word  was  God 
Job.  I.  I. 

Thy  Throne,  OGod^ 
Heb.  I.  8. 

Chrift  came,  who  is 
over  all  God  blejfed 
for  ever,  Rom.  9.  $. 

Who  being  in  the 
FormofGod,V\i\[.x.6. 

Who  being  the 
Brightnefs  of  bis  Glo^ 
ry ,  and  the  exprefs 
Image  of  bis  Terfon. 
Hctx  I.  3« 

QUBRY. 


i  ^DEFENSE        Qu.  1. 

U  E  R  Y  I. 

Whether  all  other  Beings^  be  fides  the  one 
Supreme  God,  be  not  excluded  by  the  Texts 
of  Ifaiah,  ( to  which  many  more  might  be 
added)  and  confequently  ^  whether  Chrifi 
can  be  God  at  all,  unlefs  He  be  the  fame 
with  the  Sujpreme  God? 

'T^  H  E  Sum  of  your  Anfwcr  to  this  Query, 
i  is,  that  the  Texts  cited  from  Ilaiah,  in 
the  fir  ft  Column,  are  Jpoken  of  one  Pcrfon  on- 
(p-  34.)  The  ^erfon  of  the  Father,  (p.  39.) 
And  therefore  all  other  Terfons,  or  Beings 
(which  you  make  equivalent)  how  divine  fo- 
ever,  are  necejfarily  excluded ;  and  by  Confe- 
quence,  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  is  as  much 
excluded  from  being  the  one  Supreme  God,  as 
from  being  the  Terfon  of  the  Father^  (p.  40.) 

You  ^pend  fome  Pages,  in  endeavouring  to 
fliow,  that  the  Terjon  of  the  Father  only  is 
the  Supreme  God ;  and  that  the  Perfon  of  the 
Son  is  not  Supreme  God.  But  what  does  this 
fignify,  except  it  be  to  lead  your  Reader  off 
•  from  the  Point  which  it  concerned  you  to  Ipeak 
to  ?  Infteadof  anfwering  the  Difficulty  proposed, 
which  was  the  part  of  a  Refpondent,  you  chufc 
to  flip  it  over,  and  endeavor  to  put  me  upon 
the  Defenfive;  which  is  by  no  means  Fair. 
Your  Bufinefs  was  to  ward  ott  the  Confequence 
which  I  had  prefsy  you  with,  namely,  this : 
That  if  the  Son  be  at  all  excluded  by  tbofe 

Texts 
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Texts  ia  the  firft  Column,  He  is  altogether  ex- 
cbded ;  and  is  no  God  at  all.  He  cannot,  up- 
00  your  Principles,  be  the  lame  God,  becaufe 
He  is  not  the  fame  Perfon :  He  cannot  be  ano* 
ther  God,  becaufe  excluded  by  thole  Texts-  If 
therefore  He  be  neither  the  lame  God,  nor  ano- 
ther God ;  it  muft  follow  that  He  is  no  God. 
This  is  the  difficulty  which  I  apprehend  to  lie 
^ainft  your  Scheme ;  and  which  you  have  not 
fufficiently  attended  to. 

I  ihali  therefore  charge  it  upon  you  once  again, 
and  leave  you  to  get  clear  of  it  at  leifiire. 

I  lhall  take  it  for  granted,  that  the  defiga 
and  purport  of  thofe  Texts,  cited  from  Ifaiah^ 
was  the  lame  with  that  of  the  firft  Command^ 
menti  Namely,  to  draw  the  People  off  from 
placing  any  Traft,  Hope,  or  Reliance  in  any 
but  God,  to  dired  them  to  the  only  proper 
objed  of  Worlhip,  in  oppodtion  to  all  Things 
or  Perfons,  befides  the  one  Supreme  God.  "  Nei- 
•*  ther  Baal  nor  Aflotaroth,  nor  any  that  are 
"  efteemed  Gods  by  the  Nations,  are  ftridly  and 
*  •  properly  fuch.  Neither  Princes  nor  Magiftrates, 
^*  however  called  Gods  in  a  loole  Metaphorical 
•'Scnle,  are  ftridly  or  properly  ftich.  No  reli- 

gioas  Service,  no  Worlhip,  no  Sacrifice  is  due 
**  to  any  of  them :  I  only  am  God,  in  a  juft 
'•Scnfe;  and  therefore  I  demand  your  Homage 

and  Adoration.  Now,  upon  your  Hypothefis^ 
we  muft  add  j  that  even  the  Son  of  God  Him- 
felf,  however  divine  He  may  be  thought,  is 
really  no  God  at     in  any  jqftafid  proper  Senfe. 


4  ^DEFENSE       Qu.  I. 

He  IS  no  more  than  a  nominal  God,  and  (lands 
excluded  with  the  reft :  All  Worlhip  of  Him, 
and  Reliance  upon  Him,  will  be  idolatry  as 
much  as  the  Worlhip  of  Angels,  or  Men,  or 
of  the  Gods  of  the  Heathen  would  be.  God  the 
Father  He  is  God,  and  He  only ;  and  Him  only 
Jhalt  thou  ferve.  This  I  take  to  be  a  clear  Con- 
lequence  from  your  Principles,  and  unavoidable. 

You  do,  indeed,  attempt  to  evade  it  by  fup- 
pofing  that,  when  the  Father  faith  there  is  no 
God  befides  me ,  the  meaning  only  is ,  that 
there  is  no  Supreme  God  befides  me.  But  will 
you  pleafe  to  confider. 

I.  That  you  have  not  the  leaft  Ground  or 
Reafbn  for  putting  this  Senfe  upon  the  Text. 
It  is  not  faid  there  is  no  other  Supreme  God 
befides  me   but  abfolutely ,  no  Other. 

X.  If  this  were  all  the  meaning,  then  Baal 
or  JJhtaroth,  or  any  of  the  Gods  of  the  Na- 
tions,  might  be  looked  upon  as  inferior  T)eities^ 
and  be  ferved  with  a  fubordinate  Worlhip,  not- 
withftanding  any  .thing  thele  Texts  lay,  with- 
out any  Peril  of  Idolatry,  or  any  Breach  of  the 
firft  Commandment.  Solomon  might  Sacrifice 
to  AJhtaroth^  and  Milcom^  to  Chemojh  and 
Moloch,  provided  he  did  but  lerve  the  God  of 
IJrael  with  Soveraign  Worlhip,  acknowledg- 
ing Him  Supreme.  And  this  might  furnilh  the 
Samaritans  with  a  very  plaufible  excule,  even 
from  the  Law  it  felf,  for  ferving  their  own 
Gods  in  Subordination  to  the  one  Supremo 
God;  fmce  God  bad  not  forbidden  it. 

•  I  Kings  c.  lu  3-  You 
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3.  Yoa  may  pleafe  to  confider  farther,  that 
thro  was  never  any  great  Danger  of  cither 
Of  Gentile  falling  into  the  belief  of  many  Su- 
/reme  Gods  i  or  into  theWorlhip  of  more  than 
coe  as  Supreme.  That  is  a  Notion  too  filly 
to  have  ever  prevailed  much,  even  in  the  ignd^ 
rmt  Pagan  World.  What  was  moft  to  be  guard- 
ed againft,  was  the  Wbrfliip  of  inferior  Deities^ 
befides,  or  in  Subordination  to,  one  Supreme. 
It  cannot  therefore  reafonably  be  imagined  that 
thofe  Texts  arc  to  bear  only  fuch  a  Senfe,  as  leaves 
room  for  the  Worfliip  of  inferior  Divinities. 

The  Sum  then  is,  that  by  the  Texts  of  the 
Old  Teftament,  it  is  not  meant  only  that  there 
is  no  other  Supreme  God;  but  abfolutely  no 
Other  I  And  therefore  our  blefled  Lord  muft 
either  be  included  and  comprehended  in  the 
one  Supreme  God  of  Ifrael^  or  be  intirely  ex- 
cluded with  the  other  pretended,  or  nominal^ 
Deities.  I  fliall  clofe  this  Argument  with  St, 
Aujiin's  Words  to  Maximin,  the  Arian  Bilhop, 
who  recurred  to  the  fame  Solution  of  the  Diffi- 
culty which  you  hope  to  Shelter  your  fclf  in. 

•*  *  Repeat  it  ever  fb  often,  that  the  Father 

is  greater,  the  Son  /e/s.  We  (hall  anfwci; 
**  you  as  often,  that  the  greater  and  the  le/s 
*•  make  Two.    And  it  is  not  faid.  Thy  greater 

•  Qaroa  quantum  vis.  Pater  eft  Major,  Filius  Minor,  reipondetur 
tibi}  dao  tamen  funt  Major  &  Minor.  Nec  di^um  eft  Dominus 
Deus  tuus  Major  Dominus  unus  eft :  fed  didlum  eft  Dominus  Deus 
tuus  Dominus  unus  eft.  Neque  didum  eft,  non  eft  alius  dquafts 
nihi,  fed  didlum  eft,  non  eft  alius  przter  me.  Aut  ergo  Confitere 
Patrem  8c  Filium  unum  efte  Dominum  Deum,  aut  aperte  nega  Do* 
ninom  Dcum  efte  Chriftum,  Aftgufi,  L  a.  c.  a 3.  p.  7a7. 

Lor^/ 


6  -^DEFENSE        Qu.  11. 

Lord  God  is  one  Lord:  But  the  Words  are : 
•*  The  Lord  thy  God  is  one  Lord^  Nor  is  it 
**  laid,  There  is  none  other  Equal  to  me^  but 
"  the  Words  are.  There  is  none  other  Befides 
**  me.    Either  therefore  acknowledge  that  Fa- 

ther  and  Son  are  one  Lord  God ;  or  in  plain 
*•  Terms  deny  that  Chrift  is  Lord  God  at  alL. 
This  is  the  difficulty  which  I  want  to  fee 
cleared.  You  produce  Texts  to  Ihow  that  the 
Father  Jlngly  is  the  Supreme  God ,  and  that 
Chrifl  is  excluded  from  being  the  Supreme  God: 
Butlinfifl  upon  it,  that  you  mifunderfland  thofe 
Texts ;  becaufc  the  Interpretation  you  give  of 
them,  is  not  reconcileable  with  other  Texts ;  and 
becauie  it  leads  to  fuch  Abfiirdities  as  are  too 
Ibocking  even  for  your  felf  to  admit.  In  fhort ;  ci- 
ther you  prove  too  much,  or  you  prove  nothing 
at  all 

Query.  II. 

Whether  the  Texts  of  the  New  Teftament  {in 
the  fecond  Column)  do  not  Jhow  that  He 
(Chrift)  is  not  excluded^  and  therefore  mujl 
be  the  fame  God? 

THE  Texts  cited,  if  well  confidered,  taking 
in  what  goes  before  or  after ,  are  enough 
to  fhow  that  Chrift  is  not  excluded  among  the 
nominal  Gods,  who  have  no  Claim  or  Title  to  our 
Service,  Homage,  or  Adoration.  He  is  God  be- 
fore the  World  was,  God  over  all  bleffed  for 
et/^r,  Maker  of  the  World,  and  worlhipld  by  the 

Angels ; 
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Angds;  and  therefore  certainly  He  is  not  ex- 
cluded among  the  nominal  Gods  whom  to  wor* 
Ih^  were  Idolatry.  But  fince  all  are  excludedt 
asliath  been  before  ihown,  except  the  one 
Supreme  God,  it  is  very  manifeft  that  He  is 
tfae  iame  with  the  one  Supreme  God.  Not  the 
fime  Verfbn  with  the  Father^  as  you  ground- 
Icfly  obje<S  to  us,  but  Another  Perfon  in  the 
&me  Godhead ;  and  therefore  the  Supreme  God 
is  more  Perfons  than  one.  You  argue,  (p.  40.) 
that  if  Chrijl  be  God  at  all,  it  unavoidably 
fallows  that  He  cannot  be  the  fame  individual 
God  with  the  fupreme  God^  the  Father.  By 
individual  God,  you  plainly  mean  the  fame  in* 
dividual  divine  Terfon^  which  is  only  play- 
ing upon  a  WoM,  miftaking  our  Senfe,  and 
fighting  with  your  own  Shadow,  Who  pre- 
tends that  the  Son  is  the  fame  Ter/bn  with  the 
Father  ?  All  we  afTcrt  is,  that  He  is  the  feme 
Supreme  God;  that  is,  partaker  of  the  fame 
undivided  Godhead.  It  will  be  proper  here 
briefly  to  confider  the  Texts,  by  which  you  at- 
tempt to  prove,  that  the  Son  is  excluded  from 
being  the  one  Supreme  God :  only  let  me  re- 
mind you,  once  again,  that  you  forgot  the  part 
you  was  to  bear.  Your  Bufinefs  was  not  to 
offofe^  but  to  re/pond:  not  to  raiie  Objcdi- 
oos  againfl  our  Scheme ;  but  to  anfwer  thofe 
which  were  brought  againft  your  own.  You 
obfervc  *  from  John  8.  ^4.  Matt.  xx.  31,  32. 
and  A£ts  3.  13.  that  God  the  Father  was  the 
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God  of  the  Jews^  the  God  of  Abraham^  Ifaac^ 
Jacob.  Very  right.  But  how  docs  it  appear 
that  the  Son  was  not?  Could  you  have  brought 
ever  a  Text  to  prove,  that  God  the  Son  was 
not  God  of  Abraham,  Ifaac,  and  Jacob ;  I  muft 
then  have  own'd  that  you  had  argued  pertinently. 

You  next  cite.  Job.  17.  ?.  i  Cor.  8.  6.Efh. 
4.  6.  to  prove  that  the  Father  is  Ibmetimes 
ftilcd  the  only  true  God,  which  is  all  that  they 
prove.  But  you  have  not  fliown  that  He  is 
fb  called  in  oppoHtion  to  the  Son,  or  exdufive 
of  Him.  It  may  be  meant  in  oppofition  to 
Idols  only,  as  ail  Antiquity  has  thought ;  or  it 
may  fignify  that  the  Father  is  *  primarily,  not 
exclufively  ^  the  only  true  God,  as  the  firft 
Pcrfbn  of  the  blefTed  Trinity,  the  Root  and 
Fountain  of  the  other  Two.  You  oblerve  f  that 
in  thefe  and  many  other  T laces,  the  one  God 
is  the  Terfon  of  the  Father^  in  Contra- 
diftin^ion  to  the  Terfon  of  the  Son.  It  is 
very  certain  that  the  Perfon  of  the  Father  is 
there  diftinguifli'd  from  the  Perfon  of  the  Son ; 
becaufe  they  are  diftindly  named:  And  you 
may  make  what  u(c  you  pleafe  of  the  Obfer- 
vation,  againft  the  SabeUtans ;  who  make  but 
one  Perfon  of  two.  But  what  other  u(e  you 
can  be  able  to  make  of  it,  I  fee  not ;  unlefi 
you  can  prove  this  negative  Propofition,  that 
no  iufficient  reafon  can  be  aflign'd  for  (liling 
the  Father  the  only  God,  without  luppofing 
that  the  Son  is  excluded.  Novatian^s  Remark 
opon  one  of  your  Texts,  J  oh.  17.  3.  {Ihee^ 

•  Vid.  TcrtuH.  cont.  Prax.  c.  i8.  fP- 
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tbeoMly  true  God  and  JefusChrifi  whom  thou 
hifi  fent)  may  defer vc  your  Notice.  *  He  ap- 
plies the  Title  of  the  only  true  God  to  Both, 
fiocc  they  are  joined  together  in  the  ftme  Sen- 
(CQce,  and  eternal  Life  is  made  to  depend  upon 
the  knowing  of  one,  as  much  as  of  the  othen 
He  did  not  fee  that  pecuhar  Force  of  the  ex- 
dofive  Term,  {only)  which  you  infift  lb  much 
Qpon.  He  knew  better ;  being  well  acquainted 
with  the  Language,  and  the  Dodrine  of  the 
Chriflian  Church.  His  Con(lra(^ion,  to  fpeak 
modeftly,  is  at  lead  as  plaufible  as  yours.  If 
yoa  can  find  no  plainer  or  clearer  Texts  againft 
as,  you'l  not  be  able  to  help  your  Caufe.  As 
to  I  Cor.  8.  6.  All  that  can  be  realbnably  ga* 
thered  from  it,  is,  that  the  Father  is  there  em^ 
pbatically  ftiled  one  God ;  bur  without  deflga 
to  exclude  the  Son  from  being  God  alio:  afl 
the  Son  is  emphatically  ftiled  one  Lord\  buc 
without  defign  to  exclude  the  Father  from  be- 
ing Lord  alfo.f  Rcafons  may  be  alfign'd  for  the 
Emphajis  in  both  Cales ;  which  arc  too  obvi* 
ous  to  need  reciting.  One  Thing  you  may 
pleafe  to  obfervc;  that  the  Difcourfe  there  ^ 

*  si  noluiffcr  fcctiam  Deum  IntcIIigi,  cur  addidit.  ^  quern  mififti 
Jefum  Chriftum, nifi quoniam  \.  Dcum accipi  voluir.  Novat. Trin.ci^. 

Sti  the  funjt  Atgurnent  illuflrated  Mtid  impmed  by  tht  grtMt 
Atiunafius:  Orat.  ^,  p.  ffS.  Vol.  i.  Edit.  Bcncd. 

t  Si  cnim.ut  cxiftimant  Ai  iani,  Deus  Pater  Solus  eft  Deus.cadcm 
confirquentia.  Solos  crit  Dominus  Jclus  Chriftus,  8c  nec  Pater  crit 
Dominus  ncc  Filius  Dcus.  Sed  ablit.  ut  non  fit,  vel  in  Domi- 
oatiorx  Deita?,  vcl  in  Detcate  Dominatio.  Unus  eft  Dominus  8c 
onus  eft  Dcus:  quia  Patris  8c  Filii  Dominatio  una  Di?iniias  cft^ 
Hieron*  tomrmnt^  in  Ephtf,  C,  4.  v.  f, 

C  V.  4. 
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V.  4,  5.  is  about  Idok^  and  nominal  Gods  and 
Lords,  which  have  no  claim  or  tide  to  reh'gious 
Worlliip.  Thefe  the  Father  and  Son  arc  Both 
equally  diftinguilhed  from:  which  may  infi- 
fiuate,  at  leaft,  to  us ;  That  the  Texts  of  the 
Oid  orNewTeftamem,  declaring  the  Unity  and 
excluding  others,  do  not  exclude  the  Son,  by 
^ji'hom  are  all  Things  :  So  that  here  c  gain  you 
have  unfortunately  quoted  a  PafTage,  which  in- 
ftead  of  making  for  you,  lecros  rather  againft 
you.  You  have  another,  which  is  Efh.  4.  6. 
One  God  and  Father  of  all,  who  is  above  all, 
and  through  all,  and  in  you  all  A  famous 
PalTage,  which  has  generally  been  underftood 
by  the  *  Antients  of  the  whole  Trinity.  Above 
all  as  Father,  through  all,  by  the  Word,  and 
in  all  by  the  Holy  Ghoft.  However  that  be, 
this  is  certain,  that  the  Father  may  be  reafon- 
ably  called  the  one,  or  only  God,  without  the 
leaft  Diminution  of  the  Son's  real  Divinity :  a 
fuller  Account  of  which  Matter  you  may  pleafc 
to  iee  in  Dr.Fiddes's  Body  of  Divinity,  Vol.  i. 
p.  383,  ^c.  As  to  the  remaining  Texts  cited 
by  you,  feme  are  meant  of  Chrift  as  MaH^  or 
as  Mediator:  And  thofe  which  certainly  re* 
Ipedt  him  in  a  higlKr  Capacity,  may  be  ac- 
counted for  on  this  Principle,  that  wx  referve, 
with  the  Antients,  a  Triority  of  Order  to  the 
Father,  the  Fit^ft  of  the  Bleflcd  Three. 

*  hcntm  I.  f .  c.  lE'  p.  3if.  Ed.  Bcncd.  Hiptolytus  Cont'r.Noct. 
c.  1 4.  p.  1 6 .  Fabric.  Ed.  Athaiiafwi  Ep. ad  Scrap,  p.  67  6Marinj  ViHorin. 
ft.  P.  Tc  m.  4.  p.  ajS.  HieroKjm.  T«m,  4.  p.- 1.  p.  jCi.  Ed.  Ben^f. 

This 
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This  may  ftrve  for  a  general  Key  to  explaia 
tbc  Texts  mention'd*  or  others  of  like  import. 
Icaonor,  in  this  place,  defceod  to  Particulars, 
virhoat  raoniog  too  ^  into  the  l^efenfive^ 
lod.  leading  the  Reader  off  from  what  we  b^an. 
with.  Had  you  pleased  to  obfervc  the  rules  of 
firid  method  in  difpute,  you  ihotild  not  here 
have  brot^ht  Texts  to  ballance  mine;  but 
ihould  have  referved  them  for  another  place. 
All  you  had  to  do,  was  to  examine  the  Texts 
I  bad  let  down  in  the  fecond  Column ;  and  to 
give  liich  a  Senfe  of  them  as  might  comport 
with  your  own  Hyfothejis,  or  might  be  un- 
lerviceable  to  mine.  You  Ihould  have  Ihowii 
that  Job.  I;  I.  Heb.  i.  8.  and  Rom.  9.  y .  may 
feirly  be  underftood  of  a  nominal  God  only ; 
one  that  (lands  excluded,  by  the  Texts  of  the 
firft  Column,  frcfm  all  Pretence,  or  Title,  to 
religious  Homage  and  Adoration:  For,  as  I 
have  before  obferved.  He  muft  either  be  intirc- 
ly  excluded,  or  not  at  all :  and  if  He  be  not 
excluded.  He  is  comprehended  in  the  one  Su- 
preme God,  and  is  One  with  Him :  or,  at  lead, 
you  fhould  have  fet  before  the  Reader  your 
Interpretation  of  thole  Texts,  and  have  (howii 
it  to  be  confident  with  the  Texts  of  I/diah. 
For  example,  take  Job.  i.i. 

In  the  Beginning  was  the  Wokd^  and 
"  the  W OKD  was  with  the  osE  Supreme 
•*  God,  and  the  ^okd  was  As  otuek 
God  inferior  to  Him,  a  GreaI UREof  the 
£  i  <.GRtAt 
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Great  God:  All  Things  were  Creat- 
ed by  this  Creature,  ^c. 

This  Inter preration,  which  is  really  yours, 
as  lhall  be  Ihown  in  the  Sequel,  is  what  you 
Ihould  have  fairly  own'd,  and  reconciled,  if 
poffiblc,  with  the  Texts  of  Ifaiah^  (pur- 
pofely  defign'd  to  exclude  all  inferior ,  as 
well  as  co-ordinate  Gods)  and  particularly 
with  IJaiah  46.  9.  Before  me  there  was  no 
God  form'd^  neither  Jhall  there  be  after 
me:  Words  very  full  and  expreflive  againft 
any  Creature-Gods.  But,  inllead  of  this,  you 
teU  us,  God  could  not  be  with  Himfelf  as 
if  any  of  us  laid,  or  thought.  That  was  St. 
John's  meaning.  Thus  you  induftrioufly  run 
from  the  Point,  mifreprelent  our  Senfe,  and 
artfully  conceal  your  own.  In  this  flight  man- 
ner, you  pafs  over  the  three  firft  Texts  already 
mentioned ;  but  you  think  you  have  feme  Ad* 
vantage  of  the  ^eriji ,  in  rclpedl  of  ThiL 
1.  6.  and  Heb.  i.  3.  and  not  content  to  (ay, 
that  they  come  not  up  to  the  point ;  you  arc 
very  pofitive,  that  they  frove  the  direii  con- 
trary to  that  for  which  they  are  alledg'd\ 
^nd  exprefs  your  wonder  that  they  fl^ould  be 
offer' d.  Whether  you  rt^Y  wonder  at  a  Thing, 
which  no  Man  who  is  at  all  acquainted  with 
Books  and  Learning  can  wonder  at ;  or  whether 
only  you  affedt  that  way  of  talking,  1  deter- 
mine not  5  but  proceed  to  confider  what  you 
have  to  offer  againft  my  Senfe  of  the  two  Texts. 

Upon 
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Upon  Vhil.  X.  6.  you  prcfe  me  with  the  Au* 
thority  of  Novatian  j  whom,  I  do  aflurc  yoa, 
1  Feiy  much  refpe<^,  as  I  do  all  the  primitive 
Writers.  As  to  Novatian^s  Interpretation  of 
fbil.  X,  6.  it  fliall  be  confider'd  prcfently ;  on- 
ly, in  the  firft  place,  let  me  obferve  to  you,  that 
as  to  the  main  of  my  Argument,  built  upon 
that  and  other  Texts,  He  was  certainly  on  my 
Side.  He  *  cites  Ifa.  45*.  f .  and  undcrftands 
it  of  God  the  Father;  not  as  to  exclude 
the  Son  from  being  comprehended  in  the  one 
Gcd^  but  in  oppofition  to  falfe  Gods  only. 
He  proves  the  Divinity  of  Chrift  from  his 
receiving  Worfliip  of  the  Church ,  and  his 
being  every  where  prefent,  f  befides  many 
other  Topicks;  and  makes  Him  X  Confub- 
ftantial  with  God  the  Father.  This  is  as  much 
as  I  mean  by  his  being  one  with  the  Supreme 
God ;  and  therefore  1  have  nothing  to  fear  from 
this  Writer,  who  agrees  fo  well  with  me  in 
the  main,  and  cannot  be  brought  to  bear  Evi- 
dence againfr  me,  unleis,  at  the  fame  time,  He 
be  found  to  contradict  Himfelf    This  being 

•  Ego  Deus,  &  noQ  cfl  pr«tcr  me.   Qui  per  cundcm  Prophctam 
rcfcrt:  Quoniam  majdlatem  meam  non  dabo  alteri,  uc  orones  cum 
ibis  Figroentis  Erhnicos  cxcludat  &  Hxreticos.   C.  9.  ^.  708. 
al[o  the  Citation  above  p.  9* 

i  Si  Homo  tantumroodo  Chriftus,  quomodo  adeft  ubique  invo- 
carus*  cum  hzc  hominis  natura  non  (it,  fed  Dei,  ut  adcile  omni 
loco  poiiit?  C.  14.  p,  71/. 

^  Unus  Dcus  oftcnditur  verus  &  actcrnus  Pater,  a  quo  fofo  hrc 
▼is  Divinitatis  cmiflTa  ctiam  in  Filium  tradita  &  direfta  rurfum  per 
SmbflmntU  Commtmhnem  ad  Patrem  revolvitur.  Father  is  here 
filed  emphatically  the  one  God,  but  ftiU  comprehending,  not  exclude 
u»S  the  Son,  confubdan/tial  with  Him.   Ch*  31.  p.  730* 

C  3  premised 
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premised,  let  us  now  fee  what  He  (ays  to  the 
Text  above  meotion'd,  ^hi/.  x.  6.  He  faith  of 
the  Son  (  I  ule  your  own  Words,  p.  35.)  that 
tho"  He  ^as  in  the  Form  of  God,  yet  Me  ne- 
ver compared  Himfelf  with  God  his  Father. 
You  have  tranflated  the  laft  Words  as  if  they 
had  run.  thus;  2)^^,  fatri  fuo.    The  Words 
are,  Nunquam  fe  lI>eo  Vatri  aut  comfaravit^ 
-  aui  contntit.    Never  compared  Himfelf  with 
Cod  the  Father.  The  Reafon  follows,  Memor 
fe  ejfe  ' ex  JiioTatre:  Remembring  He  was 
from  his  Father ;  That  is ,  that  He  was  be^ 
gotten^  and  not  unbegotten.    He  never  pre- 
tended to  an  equality  with  the  Father,  in  re- 
fpetfi:  of  his  Original^  knowing  Himfelf  to  be 
fecdnd  only  in  Order,  not  the  fir  ft  Perfon  of 
the  ever  BlefTed  Trinity.    You  may  fee  the 
like  Exprcffions  in  ^Hilary  and  \Thiebadius ; 
who  can  neither  of  them  be  (iifpecfled  of 
Ariani&ing  in  that  Point.  You  afterwards  cite 
fame  other  ExprefTions  of  Novatian,  particu- 
larly this:   ^uo  aquales  inventi  duos  ^eos 
merito  reddidijfent.    Which  you  might  hive 
rendered  thus :  Had  they  Both  been  equ^l  (in 
refped:  of  Original ,  Both  unbegotten  )  They 
had  undoubtedly  been  two  Gods. 

See  the  :):vvholp  Paflagc  as  it  lies  in  the  Au- 

f  Hilary  Trin.  1.  }.  c.  4.  p.  8io.  Ed.  Bcncd. 
f  thibad*  p.  JOdf. 

i:  Si  enim  natus  non  fuifiet ,  innatus  comparatus  cum  eo  qui 
cfTer  innatus,  sequatione  in  utroque  pflenfa,  duos  facerct  innatoSt  & 
idco  d-jos  faceret  Deos*  Si  non  genitus  edet,  collatus  cum  co 
(qui)  geaitus  hbn  cfet  &  arquales  ioveoti>  dups  Debs  toeritb  red^- 
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thor  himfeif,  and  not  maim'd  and  mutilated  as 
you  quote  it,  from  Dr.  Clarke.  There  is  no- 
thing more  in  it  than  this,  that  Father  and  Son 
are  not  two  Gods,becaufe  They  are  not  Both  un- 
originated:  which  is  the  common  Anfwer  made 
by  the  CathoJicks  to  the  charge  of  Tritheijw  j 
not  only  before,  but  after  the  Nicene  Council ; 
as  might  be  made  appear  by  a  CJoud  of  Wit* 
nefTes,  were  it  needful.  What  you  are  pleas'd 
to  call  a  moft  firong  lefiitnony  againft  an  ab- 
folute  Coequaliiy  (meaning  this  Pa/Tage  of  No* 
vatian)  is«  if  rightly  underftood,  and  compared 
with  what  goes  before  and  after,  a  moft  ftrong 
Tcftimony  of  fiich  a  Coequality  as  we  contend 
for.  And  thereft)re  Dr.  Whitby^  having  for- 
merly cited  the  whole  Paragraph  as  a  full  and 
clear  Tcftimony  of  the  Son's  real  Divinity, 
concludes  thus.  The  Author,  fays  He,  in  this 
Paflage,  *does,  in  the  plaineft  words  imagin- 
able,  declare  that  Chrift  is  God,  equal  to 
**  the  Father  in  every  rcfpcdJ:,  excepting  only 
•*  that  He  is  God  of  God.  The  Dodor  indeed 
has  fince  chang'd  his  Mind ;  and  now  talks  as 
confidently^  the  other  way,  upon  f  this  very 
Paflage.  Whether  He  was  more  likely  to  fee 
clearly  then,  or  fince,  I  leave  to  others  to 

didecit  non  gcnitij  atque  idro  duos  Chridus  reddidiflct  Dro.^  (i 
iixM  Origioe  eiTct.  ut  Pater,  inventus  &  ip/e  principium  omniiim, 
ut  Pater,  duo  facieos  principia,  duos  oftendiflec  oobts  confequciiter 
Sc  Dcos.   C.  31. 

*  Ubi  verbis  difcrtiffimis  oftcndit  f  Novatianus)  Chriflum  cfle 
I>eum»  Patri  acqualem  paremque.  eo  tantummodo  cxcepro,  quod 
fit  l?eqs  dc  Deo.   Whit.  TraB,  di  Vn,  Chr,  Deitate,  p.  67. 

t  WMtiy^  difquifitio  Modeft.  ^  164. 

C  4  judge 
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^udgc,  who  will  be  at  the  Pains  to  compare 
his  former  with  fome  of  his  later  Writings. 

You  have  given  us  the  Sum  of  the  31ft 
Chapter  of  Novatian ,  as  it  ftands  colUBed 
by  the  Learned  ©r.  Clarke  in  his  excellent 
Anjwer  to  Mr.  NelfonV  Friend.  You  may 
jiext  plcaie  to  confult  the  no  lefs  excellent  Re- 
ply, by  Mr.  Nelfon's  Friend,  p,  170.®^.  where 
you  may  probably  meet  with  Satisfa(3:ion. 

But  to  return  ro  our  Text,  Thil.  z.  6.  The 
words,  ix^ApTtcLFfJiov  ityimHo  td  el^cti  ©eS>  you 
tranflate ;  He  did  not  affeB,  did  not  claim^  did 
pot  ajjume  ^  take  upon  Him,  or  eagerly  de- 
Jire^  to  be  Honoured  as  God.  Afterwards* 
(p.  36.)  He  never  thought  fit  to  claim  to  Him- 
Jelf  T)ivintty,  or  more  literally^  you  fay.  He 
never  thought  the  T>ivinity  a  Thing  to  he  Jo 
catch" d  at  hy  Him,  as  to  equal  Himfelf  with 
God  his  Father.  This  you  give  both  as  No^ 
^atian\  Senfe,  and  as  the  true  Senfe  of  the 
Text.  And  you  endeavor  to  confirm  it  from 
the  Authorities  of  Grotius,  Tillotfon,  IVhitby^ 
and  Clarke  \  who,  by  the  way,  are  very  dtdle- 
rent  from  each  other  in  their  Interpretations  of 
this  Place,  hardly  two  of  Them  agreeing  toge- 
ther. *  However  nor  to  (land  upon  Niceties, 
I  may  yield  to  you  your  own  Interpretation  of 
this  Paflage,  did  not  affeEi  to  be  Honoured  as 
God\  For  the  ftrefs  of  the  Caufe  does  not  leciti 

*  lam  ptrfwaded  thtu  tht  Words  may  very  juftly  69  ir^fintfi\  S$ 
did  not  inpft  ufon  his  equality  vlth  God,  but  cond9[ctnd%4%  6cc. 
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fo  nucb  to  lie  in  the  Interpretation  of  thofe 
Words,  as  of  the  Words  foregoing.  vi2:.  0^  cf 
0e5  umpx^»    **  Who  being  in  the  Form 
'*9f  God,  that  is,  "  truly  God  (which  heft 
''aofwers  to  the  Antithefis  following,  the 
"  Form  of  a  Servant  fignifying  as  much  as 
"  truly  Man)  and  therefore  might  juftly  have 
aflamed  to  appear  as  God,  and  to  be  always 
"  Honoured  as  fuch,  yet  did  not  do  it,  at 
the  time  of  his  Incarnation ;  but  for  a  Pat^ 
tern  of  Hamility,  chofe  rather  to  veil  His 
Glories,  and,  in  appearance,  to  empty  Him- 
felf  of  Them,  taking  upon  Him  human  Na^ 
ture,  and  becoming  a  Servant  of  God  in  that 
Capacity,  SJr,  What  is  there  in  this  Para- 
phrafe  or  Interpretation,  either  diiagreeable  to 
the  Scope  of  the  Place,  or  the  Context,  or  to 
the  ibber  Sentiments  of  Catholick  Antiquity^, 
not  only  after,  but  before  the  Council  of  Nice\ 
as  may  appear  from  the  Teftimonies  cited  in 

*  TeituBian'i  tHtUl  if  th'u  Ttxt,  mnd  Comment  upon  //,  are  vorth 
KMmMrkiai.  Plane  de  fubftancia  Chridi  pufant  &  hie  Marcionitas 
Silffiragari  Apoftolum  (ibi>  quod  Phantafma  Carnii  fueric  m  Chrifto* 
qauns  elicit.  Quod  in  Effigie  Dii  conftitutus  non  rMfinnm  exiJUmavit 
PjrUri  D^.  fed  9xhaufit  femetipfum  Mccepts  Ej^gig  fervid  non  veri- 
tatcj  cr  fimiUtttdme  HominiSf  non  inHomioe;  (ji*  Ftgurd  inventus 
mt  Hemo,  non  Sub(bntia»  id  eft.  non  Carne.  Numquid 
creo  2c  hie  qui  in  Effigie  cum  Dei  collocar  ?  iEque  nm  trit  Dems 
Chrifitts  t/ere,  fi  nee  Homo  vers  fnit  in  Ejjigie  Hominis  Conftitutus* 
Cogrr.  Marc.  1.  5.  c.  20.  p.  486.  Non  fibt  magni  aliqutd  deputat 
quod  ipfe  quiJcm  aequalis  Deo,  &  unum  cum  PatrC;^  cH.  Orig,  in 
Epift.  kd  Rem  L  f»  Om«  f&fy  xtf^vtt^  uunif  Stitt  rat  uhm  Tou  StS 
CondL  Antioch.  Labb.  Vol.  1.  p.  848.  'O  f/uw^nn  ri  ©«5  A«v<^» 
Stp^  97nif;^m  i".  OtS*  xtttifmxif  itunit  itif  cthj^of  •mviit^ 
ium^m,   Hippo]ytus>  V9L  1  p«  2|p.  Fabric. 
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the  Margin  ?  Now,  if  this  be  the  Senfe  of  it, 
which  I  might  farther  confirm  by  the  Autho- 
rities of  Athanafius^  Jerom,  Auftin^  Chry^ 
Joftom,  TheophylaB,  Oecumenius^  and  others 
of  the  Antients,  befides  ♦Bifliop  Tearjbn  and 
f  Biihop  j&ir// among  the  Moderns,  why  ihould 
you  wonder  to  find  it  again  cited  in  the  fame 
Caufe,  being  ib  full  and  pertinent  to  the  Mat- 
ter in  Hand  ?  Next,  we  may  proceed  to  the 
ether  Text,  which  you  as  groundieAy  pretend 
to  be  dire£ffy  contrary  to  that  for  which  it  is 
alledged.  It  is  Hebr.  i.  3.  Who  being  the 
Brightnefs  of  his  Glory  ^  and  the  exfrefs 
Image  of  bis  Terjon,  &c.  Here  yoq  are  lb 
obliging  as  to  cite  only  one  Pa^H^e  out  of 
J^ufebius^  againft  me,  I  would  fay,  for  mc 
Eufebius,  writing  againft  the  SabelUans,  prcf' 
les  Them  with  this  Text,  and  argues  thus  from 
it.  The  Image,  and  that  whereof  it  is  the 
*•  Im^e,  cannot  Both  be  the  fame  Thing  (io 
**  the  Sabellian  Senfe)  but  they  are  two  Sub- 
fiances,  and  two  Things,  and  two  "Towers: 
from  whence  He  rightly  infers,  or  plainly 
means  to  do,  that  the  Father  is  not  the  Sony 
but  that  they  are  really  diftind.  What  is 
there  in  this  at  all  repugnant  to  what  the 
^eriji  maintains?  The  force -of  your  Ob- 
jci^ion  lies,  I  fuppofe,  ia  this,  that  Father  and 

•  On  the  CreeJ:  Article  5. 

t  Dct'.  Fid.  N.  49,  70.  Prim.  Trad.  p.  j8«  Qqi  uniis  focus,  fi 
pcdc  expcndarur,  ad  ornncs  Hxrcfts  adverius  Jcfu  Chrifti  Bombi 
VoOyi  pcrfonarn  rcpcHcndas  fufftcit*   D,  F*  p.  57. 

Son 
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Son  are  called  <rt'o  utnotb      it^fiioL'vdL^  land 
Sudfiu^^  ipconfiftcntly,  you  imagine,  with  indi* 
vidual  Confubftantiality. 

I  will  not  be  bound  to  vindicate  every  Ex* 
preflion  to  be  met  with  in  Eufebius :  But,  ai^ 
lowing  for  the  Time,  when  it  was  wrote,  be* 
forq  the  Icnfc  of  thofe  Words  was  fix'd  and  de* 
termin'd,  as  it  has  been  fince;  there  may  be 
nothing  in  all  this,  which  fignifies  more  than 
what  the  Catholick  Church  has  always  meant 
by  two  ^erjQns\   and  what  all  muft  affirm^ 
who  believe  a  real  Trinity.    So  ^  Thrint 
cali'd  Father  and  Son  «n«  ^JVJo,  meaning  nd 
more  than  wc  do  by  two  diftin<3:  PerlbnSi 
And  Alexander  Bilhop  of  Alexandria^  the 
firft  Champion  for  the  Catholick  Caufe  agaiiift 
Arius,  in  his  Letter  to  Alexander  Bifhop  of 
Confianttnofle,  icruples  nor  to  call  Father  and 
Son  ^<f\Io  ^^ffictTd^j  2ind  Tertullian  intimates 
that  they  are  ^du£  res^  fed  ConjunSt^^y  and 
Methodius  ufes  ^iio  Sb^oifitis,  meaning  two  Per- 
ibns.    Thcfc  or  the  like  ftrong  Expreflions^ 
occul)^  in  the  Catholick  Writers,  were  only 
to  gparoHhe  more  carefully  againft  SabelUa- 
ntfm^  the  prevailing  Herjejy  of  thofe  Timej, 
But  zSt^Arianifin  arofe.  there  was  greater  dan- 
ger of  the"  ^pofite  extreme :   And  therefore 
they  began  to  foftcn  this  manner  of  ExprefTjon. 
left  any  fliould  be  led  to  think,  that  the  Pcr- 
Ibns  of  the  Trinity  were  fo  diftinca  as  to  be 

a  Sh  Phor.  Cod.  1 1 9.  p.  b  Al>ud  Thcod.  1.  |.  c*  ^. 

^  Gmm  Prax.  jp«  8.  P.  ^oJ^.        A  Phot.  Co(j.       p.  1)7. 

ifidcpea^ 
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independeac  of,  ieparate  fronip  and  alieoe  to 
each  other.    Thus  inftead  of  S>jo  (p«ra,  which 
might  be  innocent  before,  and  is  ufed  by  *  Orp- 
gen.  They  chofe  rather  commonly  to  (ay,  f  ^«^cic 
^dT^i :  yet  ibmctimes  not  fcrupling  the  former 
way  of  exprcflion  :|:.  Rather  than  fay,  du^e  ejfen^ 
tia,  which  might  be  h'able  to  miftakes;  They 
would  fay,  EJfentia  de  Ejfentia,  as  T>eus  de  Deo. 
The  defign  of  ail  which  was,  fo  to  aflert  a  real 
Diftindfcion,  as  not  to  teach  three  ablblute,  inde- 
pendent, or  feparate  Subflances  ;  fo  to  maintain 
the  diftin6iion  of  Perfons,  as  not  to  divide  the 
Subftancc.  Three  real  Pcrlbns  is  what  I,  what 
ty cry  Trmitarian,\^hzi  all  found  Cathohcks  af- 
fcrt.  Now  let  us  return  to  the  Text,  Heb.  1.3. 
Having  fhown  you  that  Eufebius's  Comment  is 
not  pertinent  to  our  prefcnt  Difpute,  nor  at  all  af- 
fects the  Cauie  that  I  maintain,which,  I  afTure  yoa, 
is  not  Sabelltantjm :  Now  let  me  proceed  a  little 
ferther,  to  vindicate  my  ulc  of  that  Text  1  which, 
yoo  pretend,  is  ftrong  againft  me.   Origen  per- 
haps may  be  of  fome  Cred  it  with  you ;  and  the 
more  for  being  admired  by  the  Avians,  and  much 
cenfiirM  by  many  of  the  CW/A^?//Vi&/,  but  after  his 
own  Times.  **His  Commcnt,upon  a  parallel  Text 
to  this,  together  with  this  alfo,  is  pretty  remark- 
able.    If  He  (Chrift)  be  the  Image  of  the  invifi^ 
^^ble^  the  Image  it  felf  muft  be  invifible  too.  I 
**  will  be  bold  to  add,  that  fmce  He  is  the  Re- 
*'femblance  of  his  Father,  there  could  not  have 

•  Comment,  in  Joh.  p.  70*  f  Atfaaoaf.  V.  1 .  p.  f  j-j.  ^  Vid. 
Cyril.  Alex.  Tlicf.p.iio.   **Apud  Athan.  Dcci:ct.  Sjn.  Nic.V.i.p.  a  ^3. 
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"'^heeu  a  Time  when  he  was  not.  He  goes 
CO  fo  aigae,  that  (ioce  God  is  Light,  and  Chrill; 
the  'Amt!><ata'/^x,  Of  ihioing  forth  of  that  Lights 
qoocii^  this  Text,  that  They  could  never  have 
bocQ  feparate  one  from  the  other,  but  muft 
iave  been  Co-eternal. 

^T^ionyjius  of  Alexandria^  another  Ante- 
Kkene  Writer,  draws  the  very  fame  Inference 

j  fffm  the  fame  Text.  And  Alexander  Bifhop 
of  Alexandria^  in  his  circular  Letter,  ^  extant 
io  Athanafius,  makes  the  like  uie  of  it.  The 
latter  part  of  the  Text  efpecially,  the  words, 

■  exfrefs  Image  of  his  Terjbn,  were  very  fre- 
quently and  triumphantly  uig'd  by  the  Catho- 
licks  ^inft  the  Arians:  by  "^Alexander  of 
Alexandria^  ^  Athanajius,  •  Hilary ^  ^  Bajil^ 
^Gregory  Nyffen,  ^Gregory  Nazianzen,  '^Cy- 
ril, and  Others. 

This  may  fatisfy  you  that  it  was  neither 
firange^  nor  new^  to  alledge  this  Text  in  favor 
of  Chrift's  Divinity.  When  you  have  any  thing 
fiuther  to  objecl^,  it  fhall  be  fairly  examin'd.  In 
the  mean  while,  let  it  (land,  to  fupport  the  Se- 
cood  Query ;  which  returns  upon  you,  and  ex- 
pe^  a  fiiller  Anfwer.    That  it  may  come  to 

«H  ry  ^•tro^^  w  dti  r«  tiTmoyetu'/jittt,    Apud  Athanif^ 

dbSent.  Dionyf.  p.  253. 

r«  T«ir^«$.   Apud  Athanafr  Vol.  i.  p.  ^99. 

c  Epi'ft.  2d  Alcxand.  Theodor.  p.  17.  d  Orat.  i.  p«  424..  dc 
Synod,  p.  743.  c  Dc  Trin.  p. 975.  loSj-.  115-9.  f  Contr. 
Eooom.  p.  »8.  89.      g  Comr«  Eunom*  p.  460*       h  Orar.  36. 

i  Dial  f.  dc  Trin. 

you 
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you  recommended  in  the  Beft  Manner,  afid  in 
the  beft  Company,  I  fliall  here  fubjoiri  the  Tefti- 
monies  of  the  jinte-Nicene  Writers^  all  dedaf* 
ing  that  the  Son  is  not  excluded  from  being  thef 
Qhe  God^  but  is  included  and  comprehended 
therein :  that  is,  tho'  the  one  God  Primarily 
denotes  the  Father,  yet  not  exclufively^  but 
comprehends  the  Son  too.  Now,  as  often  as 
the  primitive  Writers  fpeak  of  Father  and  Son 
together,  as  the  one  God,  in  the  Singular,  they 
bear  wirnefs  to  this  Truth.  See  the  Teftimonies 
of  Irenaus ,  Athenagoras  ^  TertUlllan^  Cle- 
ment of  Alexandria^  and  Ofigen,  collected  in 
^Yyx.Fiddes\  Body  of  Divinity,  to  which  may 
be  added  ^  Hippolytusy  ^  LaEiantius,  and  even 
£ufebius  Himfelf,  who  acknowledged  ^  oni  God 
in  three  Ter/bns,  as  Socrates  informs  us. 

I  proceed  next  to  other  Teftimonies  mott 
exprefly  declaring,  that  the  Son  is  not  excluded 
from  being  the  one  Supreme  God,  by  the  fe* 
veral  Texts  of  Scripture,  which  aftert  the  unity; 
biit  is  always  underftood  or  imphed ,  as  conoi- 
prehended  in  the  lame  one  God.  ^Irenaus  lays 

that  the  Holy  Scriptures  declare  the  ene  an4 

a  Vol.  I.  p.  387,  Qrcn 

b  OiMtctiMiu  ^'W^avuL^  ffwJtytTOj  f/(  Ucc  0tor,  1  ^  yi^  #  %t§^ 
'6  Air  T»riip  ixi  mm  w,  i  H  'ifo;        mm.f,  ro  ^  iyitf  mtmf^  00 

*jf«l  yj^       xfiufi^ii  7nmnff/t*sf,  Hippol.  Contr.  Noct.  p.  if,  i6b 

fabric.  Edit.  c  Lib.  4.  c.  29. 

d  *^Efu  €>iof  CAf  r^iTtf  i^TffM^jT,  Socr.  E.  H.  I.  i,  c.  23.  p.  48 
c  Univcrlir  Scfipturg       '   ■  unuro  8c  Soiuro  Dcum>  ad  «!• 

cTodcndos  aiios ,  prafvliccnt  omnia  fccifTc  per  ytr^ttm  Snum ,  b^t» 

J.  2.  c.  a;,  p.  I/;.  Bcncd,  Etfit. 
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-        only  God»  excluding  all  Others,    to  haVc 

"  made  ail  Things  by  His  Word.  Others 
2f.  are  cxchded  but  not  his  W'crJ,  that  is,  his  Son. 
\^  by  Htbom  He  made  all  Things,  as  Irenaus 
^ j  contfancly  underllands  it.  At  other  times,  Ht 
ii^  lays.  "  God  *  made  all  Things  by  Htfnfelfx 
tun  interpreting  Himfelf,  by  His  Word  and  by 
^5  *  His  IVifdom ;  that  is,  His  Son,  and  the  Holy 
kin     Spirit.  Certainly,  he  could  not  think  that 

God,  in  his  Declarations  of  the  Unity ,  meant 
ic%   to  exclude  what  was  fo  near  to  Him,  as  to  be 

jaftiy  (not  in  a  Sabellian  Senfe)  interpreted 
i:!^  Hmfelf.  Many  more  Paflages  of  the  like  Im- 
ar  port  might  be  cited  fi'om  this  primitive  and  ex- 
rn  celicnt  Writer.  I  ihall  only  add  a  f  PafTage  ot 
d     two  to  ihow,  that  He  looked  upon  the  Son  as 

the  only  true  God,  as  well  as  the  Father.  He 
«  obfcrves,  that  the  Holy  Scriptures  never  call 
I      anj  PerioD  abfblutely  God  or  Lord,  befides 

;  •Fedt  ca  per  femctipfum ;  hoc  eft  per  Verbum  8c  Sapientiam 

k     fuam.    Adeft  enim  ei  femper  Verbum  &  Sapient ia,  Filius  &  Spiritrnf^ 
i    per  qaosy   &  in  quibus  omnia  libere  &  fponte  fecit.  Lib*  ^. 
ap.  20.  p.  af). 

t  Nooquam  neque  Propbetc  neque  Apoftoli  alium  Deuro  nomi- 
Biveniot,  rel  Dominam  appellavcrunt ,  praeter  Verum  ^  Sgli/m 
Demm.  L.  ^.  c.  8.  p.  i8a*  Neque  igitur  Doroinus,  neque  Spiritiis 
Saa&tis  ocque  Apoftoli  eum  qui  non  eftet  Deus,  definirive  &  abi6- 
hit  Deum  noininaftent  aliauando  nifi  eiTet  Ven  Deus.  L.  3*  c-  6. 
Now  fa  what  fiUews. 
Urro/que  Dei  appellatione  ijgnavir  Spiritus  &  eum  qui  ungitur. 
Ttlium,  hi  eum  qui  ungic  Patrem*  L.  3.  c*  6»p.  i8o. 

Tins  Fmthtr  goes  §n,  in  the  fame  Chapter,  to  produce  feveral  other 
JnfignciM  from  the  Holy  Scripture  to  prove  that  the  Son  is  calleJ 
(definitively  mtid  abfolutefy)  God.  That  is  flsunly  h'ts  meaning,  as  any 
Man  tetay  fee  by  looking  into  the  Chatter,  1  may  add  that  He  af» 
plies  the  tiiU  ^ Solus  Deui  to  Chrifi^   JL  5.  c.  17.  p.  ^14. 

the 
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the  onfy  true  God  I  and  yet  prefently  after  takes 
notice*  that  both  Father  and  Son  are  by  the 
lame  Scriptures  ab/Qlutely  io  called.  See  the 
place  in  the  Margin  :  For  though  abfolutely 
oe  not  there  exprefs'd  >  yet  it  is  neceflariJy 
implied,  and  is  undoubtedly  the  Author's  mean- 
ing. 

We  may  go  on  to  Tertullian^  who  is  fb  foil 
and  clear  to  our  Purpofe,  that  nothing  can  be- 
more  ib.  Out  of  many  Paflages  which  might 
be  cited,  I  fhall  here  content  my  felf  with  one 
cut  of  his  Book  againft  Traxeas.      *  There 

is  therefore  one  God  the  Father,  and  there 
•*  is  none  Other  befides  Him :  By  which  He 

does  not  mean  to  exclude  the  Son,  but  j4no- 
**  ther  God.  Now  the  Son  is  not  Another 
**  from  the  Father.    Furthermore,  do  but  ob- 

ferve  the  drift  and  tendency  of  this  kind  of 
"  Expreflions,  and  you  will  find,  for  the  moft 
"  part,  that  they  concern  only  the  Makers 

Igitur  UDus  Dcus  Pater,  Sc  alius  abfque  co  non  eft :  Quod  ip(e 
inferens,  non  Filium  negat.  fed  Alium  Deum.  Carterum  Alius  a 
patrc  Filius  non  eft'  Dcnique,  infpice  fequentia  hujufmodi  pro* 
Duntiacionum,  fic  invenias  fere  ad  Idolorum  Fad^itores  atqueCuhores 
Definitioncm  earum  pertinere;  ut  multitudinem  falfoium  Deorum 
Unio  divinitatis  expellat,  habens  tamen  Filturo  quanto  indivtduum 
&  infeparatun)  a  Pat  re,  tanto  in  Pat  re  reputandum,  ct(i  non  nomi- 
narum.  At  quin  (1  Dominaftet  iilum,  feparaftet,  ita  dicens»  Alius 
practer  me  non  eft,  nifi  Filius  mcus.  Alium  cnim  ctiani  Filium 
leciJet,  quern  de  aliis  excepifTct.  Puta  Solem  diccre:  Ego  Sol,  & 
alius  prater  me  non  eft,  ni  radius  mcus>  nonne  denotafles  Vanitatenii 
quaft  non  6c  Radius  in  Sole  dcputetur.  c.  i8.  p.  5-10.  Comfsri 
ItenMs,  1.  4.  c.  6.  p*  i34>  13  f.  Non  ergo  Alius  erat  qui  cognolce* 
batur,  &  jilius  qui  dicebat  nemo  cognojch  Putrem*  fed  unus  &  idem, 
omnia  fubjicicntc  ci  Patre,  &  ab  omnibus  accipicns  Teftimonium 
quoniam  Vere  Homo,  &  qiiouiam  Vert  Deus.- 1  ■  ■! 

and 


Qp.  n.         offime  (QUERIES.  %f 

and  Worfliippcrs  of  Idols;  that  the  diving 
Unity  may  exclude  the  multitude  of  ialld 
"  Gods,  while  it  includes  the  Son;  who<  ia 

as  mach  as  He  is  undivided  and  infepa-> 
"  lablc  from  the  Father ,  is  to  be  underftood 
«•  as  implied  in  the  Father,  tho'  He  be  not 

particularly  named.    Farther;   had  He  na^ 

med  the  Son  in  this  Cafe,  it  had  beeit 
*•  tantamount  to  fefarattng  Him  from  Hiin- 

felf :  liippofe  He  had  laid ;  there  is  Ndnd 
"  Other  befides  me,  except  my  Son ;  He  would 
"  in  eiTecl^  have  declared  Him  to  be  AncM 
"  thcr   (or  aliene)  by  excepting  Him  ift 

that  manner  out  of  Others.  Suppofe  the  Sua 

to  (ay ,  I  am  the  Sun ,  and  there  is  not 
"  Another  befidcs  me,  except  my  own  Ray  % 
"  would  not  you  have  marked  the  Imperti- 
"  nence  ;  as  if  the  Ray  were  not  to  be  reckoned 
*•  to  the  Sun,  as  included  in  it?  Here  yoi| 
kt  plainly  what  TertuUian  means ;  Namely^ 
that  the  Son  is  fo  much  one  with  the  Father, 
that  He  cannot  be  fuppofed  to  be  excluded 
among  Other  Deities :  He  is  not  Another,  but 
the  fame  God  with  the  Father :  and  yet  this! 
He  afferts  in  a  difpute  againft  Traxeas,  one  of 
the  lame  Principles,  in  the  main,  with  Noetus 
and  SabeUius :  'So  careful  was  He  not  to  tua 
Things  into  the  oppofite  extreme.  He  takes! 
Care  lb  to  aflert  the  Son  to  be  the  fame  God 
with  the  Father,  as  not  to  make  Him  ^zfame 
Ter/bm  And  on  the  other  hand^  While  Hcj 
maintams  the  Difttnaion  of  Perfons,  He  does 
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not  forget  to  keep  up  the  true  Catholick  Do- 
Arinc  of  the  ^nity  of  Subftance. 

I  fliall  next  cite  Athenagoras :  This  learned 
and  judicious  Writer,  having  proved  at  large , 
that  there  is  but  one  God,  the  Father;  and  that 
the  Chriftians  acknowledged  no  Other  God; 
yet  immediately  adds,  *  ho^ijlvi  ydp  ^  i^or  h  Ots^ 
c.  9./.  37.  as  much  as  to  lay,  we  comprehend 
and  include  the  Son  in  that  one  God ;  we  arc 
always  to  be  undcrftood  with  this  referve,  or 
^ Salvo  to  the  Divinity  of  the  Son;  as  does 
dearly  appear  from  what  follows  in  the  lame 
Chapter,  and  in  the  next  to  it,  where  the  Son 
is  called  ^  the  Mm  J  and  fFord  of  the  Father, 
and  declared  to  be  ^Uncreated,  and  ^Eternal. 
And  in  ^  another  place  He  very  plainly  com- 

{)rehends  Both  in  the  one  God.  To  avoid  Pro- 
ixity,  I  lhall  content  my  felf  with  8  referring 
only  to  the  Paflages  in  others  of  the  Ante- 
Nicene  Writers,  leaving  you  to  confult  Them 
at  your  leifure,  if  you  can  make  any  doubt  of 
fo  clear  a  Cafe.  As  to  the  ToJI-Nicene  Fathers, 

a  PMralUl  to  which  is  that  in  Athanafius,  Orat.  2.  p.  ffg  ^enri^ 
/8  oiv  rm  f^sfl^       •  MgMtU  1  '£v  ru  ifl,  ^  ^fm^  «g  «]p«V« 

Miirccy  i  AeyC^.   Sei  Tertull.  Contr.  Prax.  c*  19. 

b  Salvo  enim  filio*  re£^e  unicucn  Deum  poteft  determinaile  cujoi 
cftFtliut.   Tertull.  adv.  Prax.  c.  18. 

C  N»f«       Xiy^  tS  'Mwr^  c.  10  p.  jp. 

p.  111.  Compan  p.  40. 

g  Clmns  Altxtmdu  p.  ftp.  135*.  14a.  Ortitn  Contr,  Ctlf.  !•  8« 
p.  386.  &  alibi.  Wfpolfttts  Comr.  Nott.  pafTim.  NovatiMn.  c.  |« 
pionyfiut  RomMustH  apud  Aihaimf.  Dionyfiui  AltxMd*  apud  jUbm* 
tuifium,  p.  a/4, 

Atbdns^ 


Qu.  II      offme  (QUERIES.  17 

Atbanafius^  Bafil^  the  Gregories,  Jerom,  Au- 
Jiin,  Cbryfoftom,  &a  Their  Sentiments  are 
well  known,  in  the  prefenc  Point;  and  how 
thev  do  not  only  rcjcd,  but  abhor  the  Prin-' 
dples  which  you  are  endeavouring  to  revive^ 
However,  I  wall  tranfcribe  one  PafTage  out  of 
Atbanajius^  part  whereof  has  been  given  above* 
which  may  ierve  as  a  Conunent  upon  the  Ca- 
tbolicks  which  went  before  Him',  who(e  Senti- 
ments He  was  perfedly  well  acquainted  with^ 
and  had  thoroughly  imbibed. 

**  *  When  the  Prophet,  (peaking  of  the  Crea* 
**  tion,  laith,  IVbicb  Alone  Jpreadeth  out  the 
Heavens^  Job.  9.  8.  And  when  God  (ays^ 
"  /Alone  Jtretcb  fortb  tbe  Heavens, K  44-^^4 
**  It  is  very  manifeft  to  every  Man,  that  in  Him, 
"  who  is  hid  to  be  A/one,  the  fTor^/  of  thaC 
Alone^  is  alfo  fignified,  in  whom  all  Things 
were  made,  and  without  whom  Nothing  was 
made.    If  therefore  the  Heavens  were  made 
•*  by  the  fTor^/^  and  yet  God  fays,  1  Alone  % 
*•  and  the  Son,  by  whom  the  Heavens  were 
•*  made,  is  underftood  to  have  been  with  the 
•*  Alone  God;  for  the  lame  realbn  alfo,  if  ic 
be  faid,  one  God,  and  I  Alone,  and  /  the 
Firft,  we  are  undoubtedly  to  underftand, 
•*  that  in  the  One,  Alone,  and  Firjl,  is  com- 
•*  prehended  the  fVord,  as  Eflulgency,  kimu* 
>a<r;ta,  is  implied  in  Light.  Atbanafius'% 
reafoning  in  this  Paflagc  is  fo  \Tertullian'^ 

Atlmw^.  Orat.  3.  Gontf.  Ariao;  p*  5  58. 
f  TirtuU.  Cootr«  Pra.  c«  19* 
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upon  the  fame  Head,  that  one  might  think  He 
had  borrowed  it  from  Him.  But,  indeed,  it  is 
fo  intirely  conformable  to  the  true  and  genuine 
Sentiments  of  the  Catholicks  before  Him,  that 
it  may  juftly  pals  for  the  general  Senfc  of 
All. 

To  confirm  what  hath  been  faid,  I  fhall  u(e 
one  Argument  more,  before  I  pais  on  to  ano- 
ther Query  ;  fuch  as,  if  carefully  confidcr*d, 
may  be  fufficient  to  filence  all  farther  doubt  or 
fcruple,  with  regard  to  the  Senfe  of  the  jlnte- 
Nicene  Writers, 

It  is  well  known,  that  they  ever  look'd  up- 
on the  Son^  as  the  God  of  the  Jews,  the  God 
of  Abraham,  Ifaac  and  Jacob.  Many  parti* 
cular  Teftimonies  may  be  cited  in  Proof  of 
the  Fad:,  which,  for  Brevity  fake,  I  pafj 
over;  and  proceed  to  a  more  general  proof 
drawn  from  their  citing  of  Texts  out  of  the  Old 
Teftament,  in  which  the  God  of  the  Jews  is  cer- 
tainly fpoken  of ;  and  applying  them  to  the  Perfbn 
of  Chrift,  the  fecond  Perlbn  of  the  ever  BlefTed 
Trinity. 

*They  heard  the  Voice  of  the  Lord  God 

'walking  in  the  Garden.  And  the  Lord 

God  called  unto  Adam,  &c.  Gen.  3.  8,  9. 

f  The  Lord  appeared  to  Abram,  and  faid 
unto  him,  I  am  the  Almighty -God^  walk  be-- 
fore  me,  and  be  thou  perfeii^  Gen.  17.  i,  %. 

*  Thtophil,  AntiocL  p.  119.  EJ.Ox,  Tertrdlian,  adv.  Frax  c»  i6* 
f  Clem,  Alex.  VdJag.  1.  I.  c.     p,  131.  infib.  DenMnJir,  Ev.  l.f. 
c.  9.  £.  H*  1.  1.  c.  2. 

And 
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^jfftJ  the  Lord  appeared  unto  him  in  the 
plains  of  Mamre.  The  Lord  faid  unto  Abra- 
ham, &c.  Gen.  18.  I.  13. 

^7he  Lord  rained  upon  Sodom,  and  upon 
Gomorrah  brimftone  and  fire  from  the  Lord 
out  of  Heaven^  Gen.  19.  14. 

c  And  Abraham  ftood  before  the  Lord^ 

&c.  Gen.  19.  17. 

^And  God  faid  unto  Abraham,  &c.  Gen. 
%i.  1%. 

^  And  behold^  the  Lord  ftood  above  it ^  and 
/aid,  I  am  the  Lord  God  of  Abraham  thj  Fa^ 
ther^  and  the  God  of  Ifaac,  Gen.  28.  13. 

am  the  God  of  Bethel,  where  thou 
anoint edft  the  Tillar,  &c.  Gen.  31.  13. 

B  And  God  faid  unto  Jacob,  arife,  go  up  to 

Bethel,  and  make  there  an  altar  to  God^ 

that  appeared  unto  Thee,  &c.  Gen.  35.  i. 

^  God  called  unto  him  out  of  the  midft 

of  the  Bujh.    He  faid,  •  I  am  the  God 

of  Abraham,  the  God  of  Ifaac,  and  the  God 

a  yufiin  Idmrtjr,  p.  213.  Sylburg.  JS</.  l^lovMt.  c.  26.  TmulL 
Pr4X.  c.  16,  17.  £«/^^.  Dtm^  £.  1.  5.  c.  9.  £^//l.  Synod*  Antioch^ 
LM*  Tom*  1.  p. 

b  Juf.  Mart,  p.  215.  Inrum  1.  %,  c.  6.  p.  iSo.  T9rtHU.  frux^ 
€•  13.  1^  EM/e^.  £•      I.  I.  c.  a.  Savat,  c.  ti.  26; 

c  fufi.  Mart.  p.  116. 

d  Jufi,  Mart.  DisL  p.  161.  ed.  Jeb<  HovJ^.  c.  2^. 

c  Juft.  Mart,  p.  21 8.  CUmetu  Alex,  P4J,  1,  i.  c.  7.  p.  1  Ji. 

f  5^4fJ?.  Miir/.  118  Clemen*  Alex»  PeJ,  U  I.  c.  7*  p.  131.  Novat. 
c.  27.  £m/^^.  BrffMV.  Ev.  L  f .  c.  10.  Epift.  Synod.  Antiach.  LM. 
Tom.  1.  p.  848. 

fymflin  Mart.  2 18.  Cyprian,  Tefi,  I.  2.  c.  i.  p.  35.  EJ»  Ox, 
Jufi^  Mart,  p.  220.    Irentus,  1.  3.  c.  6.  p  180.  1.  4*  c.  ii. 
p.  241.  I.  4*  C  f .  p..  232.  TertulL  Pwax,  c«  16.    £^i/?.  ^Mi/. 
Jbifiaej^*  Lakh.  Tom*  i(*  p*  348*  Origeu.  ia  JF^.  p.  31. 
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(1?/ Jacob,  &c.  Exod  3-  4-  <5- 

^AndGod  faid  unto  Mofes,  I  am  that 
Jam.    7he  Lord  God  of  your  Fathers^  the 
God     Abraham,  of  Ifaac,  and  of  Jacobs 
feafd,  Exod.  3.  14,  15-. 

appeared  unto  Abraham,  unto  Ifaac, 
unto  Jacob,  ^      /r^wr^  of  God  Almighty^  Imt 
by  my  name  Jehovah,  was  I  not  known  unto 
them^  Exod.  6. 

^  I  am  the  Lord  thy  God,  which  brought 
thee  out  of  the  Land  (j/*  Egypt,  Exod.  xo.  x. 

^God  ^/Ifracl,  Exod.  X4.  10. 

«^  The  Lord  Jirong  and  mighty ,  the  Lord 
fnighty  in  battle.  The  Lord  of  HoJIs^  He  is 
the  King  of  Glory,  Pfal.  24.  8.  10. 

^  Be  ^ill  and  know  that  I  am  God.  I  will 
be  eofalted,  &c.  Pfal.  46.  10. 

B  God  is  gone  up  with  a  Jhout,  The  Lord 
(Jehovah)  &c.  Pfal.  47.  5. 

^  The  mighty  God,  even  the  Lord,  hath 

f^oken  OurGod  jhall  come,  and  Jhall  not 

keep  Jilence,  &c.  Pfal.  50.  i.  3. 

a  Ircnxus,  ubi  fufrM,   That  is.  He  mud  of  confequence  under* 
(land  this  of  Cbrift  as  weU  as»  v.  4.  8. 19.  ("See  Trui  Script.  Do£him 
fontinuU  p.  I59i  '^o.)  TertulLadv.  Prax,  c.  17.  fuft.Msrt.  AfoL  |. 
p.  ilj*  Ox,  Ed.  Mnfeb,  Contr.  MarcelL  I.  1.  c  10,  ai. 
^  bjuft.  Marty,  p.  178.  Sylhtr.  UU. 

c  CUm.  AkxMnd,  FdJag*  1.  l.  c  7.  p.  131. 

d  Eufib*  Demonflr.  £v.  1.  5.  c.  i8. 

fiJufi.MiNrt.  DiaLp.  197.  Cyprian.  mJv,  Jui.  K  2*  c.49.  pw  p9,fQ. 
PW/.  f»  Mil/,  p.  4|8*  £m/^^.  fs  he 

f  Cyprian,  adv.  Jud.  \.  %.  c.  6.  p.  95. 

gjufl.  Martyr.  Dial  p.  197.  Eitfeh.  to  ffal  a  5.  p.  91. 
Inn.  I.  3.  c.  6.  p.  18a  Cyprian.  adv.Jud.  1.  a.  c«  a8.  pw  ^ 
\m%t.  di  B9no  fatitnt*  p.  aao.  ^/i^.  in  Pfal.  p»  aop* 

Let 
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*  Let  God  arife,  and  let  his  Enemies,  &c. 
4$*^^  nmto  God,  Jmg  Traifes,  &c  PC  68.  i.  4. 

^JB  Jadah  is  God  known,  &c.  PC  76.  i. 

^  God  Jlandetb  in  the  Congregation  of  the 
m^Aty  :  be  judgeth  among  Gods,  Pf.  81.  i. 

^The  Lord  retgnetb  Pf  99.  i. 

^Behold,  God  is  my  Salvation  :  I  will  truft 
and  not  be  afraid,  for  the  Lord  Jeiiovah  //  ngr 
firenffb^  &c.  IT  ii. 

^Behold  your  God  will  come  with  Ven^ 
geance,  even  God  with  a  Recommence,  He  will 
come  and  faveyou,  K  35^.  4. 

i  That  ftretcheth  out  the  Heavens  like  a 
Curtain^  &c.  IC  40.  xx. 

^Thus  faith  the  Lord  that  created  thee,  O 
Jacob,  and  that  formed  theeO  Ifi-ael,  If  43.1. 

i  Thus  faith  the  Lord,  the  King  of  Ifracl, 
and  bis  redeemer  the  Lord  of  hofts\  I  am  the 
jit  ft,  and  I  am  the  laft,  and  bejides  me  there  is 
no  God,  If  44.  6. 

^  I  am  the  Lord  that  maketh  all  Things,  that 
ftretcheth  forth  the  Heavens  alone,  that  Jpread^ 
eth  abroad  the  Earth  by  my  felf.  If  44.  24. 

a  OjfprtMn  mJv.  Jud>  1.  2.  c.  6*  c.  »8.  p*  49* 
b  lrfS4«j.  1.  3.  c.  9.  p.  184. 1.  4.  c.  33.  p.  173. 
c  fuft*  Mart.  Dial,  p.  177.  Irtndus^  I.  3.  c*  6.  p.  f  80.  lUruMt* 
it  Trim.  c.  15.  Cyfrian.  adv.  Jud.  I.  a.  c.  6.  p.  35-.  Jb^.  Ml 
a  Jufiim.  Martyr,  p.  1x4.  Inn.  L  4.  c  33*  p.  174. 
c  Irenatu  1.  3.  c.  10.  p*  1S6. 

f  Irettdus,  1.  c.  20.  p.  114.  Vtavai.  c.  i»4  Epift*  Sftiad.  Aatkd^ 
UU.  Tom.  1.  p.  845*.  TtrtuU.  mdv»  fud.  C.  9,  1 4* 

g  Hiffift.  C$ntr.  lHott.  c  18.  p.  19.  ^  ifmU. 

£  Tufi^s  in  he,  \  LoB.  InJI.  1.4.  C.9. p.  40f .  k  Xif/M.  m  Ih. 
29.  &  I  cite  SmftSim,  only  at  agreetog  whh  the  itft.  lo  lili  appB* 
moQ  of  Aidi  Testa  to  God  the  Son:  not  determfaiaig  aaj  thiog 
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»  SureJ^  God  is  in  thee^  and  ther&  is  none 
$lfe\  thre  is  no  God.  Verily  thou  art  a  God 

b  I  will  fave  them  by  the  Lord  their  God^ 
ftnd  will  not  fave  them  by  Bow,  nor  by  Swords 
Hofea,  1.7. 

f  The  Lord  alfo  Jhallroar  out  of  Sion,  and  ut- 
ter  bis  voice  from  ]cxvMtin,  Joel  3.16.  Amosi.x. 

4  fVbo  is  a  God  like  unto  thee^  that  far- 
dh^neth  iniquity  Mic.  7.  18. 

"^God  came  from  Tcman,  and  the  Holy  One 
from  i»^«»?.Ephraim.-  Habakuk  3.  3. 

f  I  am  Goa^  not  Man,  Hofea  11. 

B  /  will  ftrengthen  them  in  the  Lord,  

faith  the  Lord,  Zcch.  10.  ix. 

^  This  is  our  God,  and  there  Jhall  none 
pther  be  accounted  of  in  Comfarifon  of  him* 
baroch  3.  3f. 

Thcfc  fcvcral  Texts,  befidcs  others  of  like 
Nature,  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers,  in  general, 
noderftood  of  Chrift.  And  therefore  it  is  ex- 
ceeding clear,  that,  according  to  the  Dodrine 
of  ?hat  Tim?,  the  f?coqd  Pcrlon  of  the  Trinity 

uTmulLFrMX.  c.  1 5.  Cjpmm,  mJ.  Jui.  1.  2 .  c.  6  p.  34.  "Emftb,  Dm 
Xv.  I.  fi  o  4.  p.  224*  LMBsn.  Tpitam.  c.44.  p.  1 16.  Edit,  Dm/.  InfL 
|).  404.         Ox.  £/(/?.  ^f»tf/.  Jintiofh.  ^jUfS,  Tom.  i.  p.  845*. 

b  NovMt,  Trin.  a  12. 

c  Innduj,  1.  9.  c.  to*  p.  114*  1.  4.  c,  3;.  p.  279. 
d  Iritum,  1.  3*  c  so.  p.  ti4,  Terfmil.  Contr,  Mmrc.  I.  4.  c.  la 
e  Irtfuus.  1. 1.  c.  20.  p«  »i4.  L  14.  c.  33.  p.  17;. 
if  CyfrtMH*  Jiflim.  I  2.  c   .  p.     .   Mufeb.  Dem*  Ev.  I.  jr.  c«  la* 
)49.         j^fW.  AMioib.  Lm^.  Tom.  1.  p.  84|'. 
qffriMi,  Tefi.  \.  2.  c.  tf.  rt|l3S.  ^        ^t;.  L  f «  C.  1^  p.  tfli 
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is  thcLorJi  the  Lor  J  God\  iht  jflmighty  God^ 
the  Lord  God  of  Abraham,  Ifdac,  and  Jacoh\ 
The  Jehovah ;  the  Lord  of  ;  the  MighPf 
Godi  the  Off/y  God-^  and  befidcs  whom  there 
is  w  the  Ge^i/  of  Ifrael,  &c.  All  chiSv 
I  lay,  Chrift  is,  according  to  the  Dodrine 
thole  early  Times :  not  exclufive  of  the  Fath«\ 
any  more  than  the  Father  is  fucb,  exclufive  tdt 
the  Son;  but  together  with  the  Father:  Th« 
is.  Father  and  Son  Both  are  the  one  Supreme 
God:  not  one  in  Terfon^  as  you  frequently 
and  groundlefly  indnuate,  but  in  SubJIanct^ 
^ower^  and  ^erfeBion.  I  know,  you  have 
an  Evafion,  by  which  you  hope  to  elude  the 
force  of  all  that  has  been  urged.  But  when  t 
have  ihown  you,  how  weak  and  inliifficieuc 
your  Pretence  is;  I  hope,  I  ihall  hear  ») 
more  of  it. 

*In  another  part  of  your  Book,  xo.)  yoii 
pretend  that  Chrift  (pake  only  in  the  Terjfbn  dt 
the  Father;  and  that  when  He  iaid,  for  in- 
ftancc,  1  am  the  God  of  Bethel.  (Gen.  31.  13.) 
the  meaning  is  no  more  than  this;  Jehovah 
whom  I  reprefent,  and  in  whoje  Name  I 
/peakj  is  the  God  of  Bethel.  Had  you  given 
it  only  as  your  own  Interpretation  of  this,  and 
the  like  Texts,  it  might  be  very  excufable^ 
But  having  cold  us  what  you  mean  by  fpeaking 
in  the  Terfon  of  God  the  Father^  you  after- 
wards add,  that  it  was  the  unanimous  Opinion 
tfall  Antiquity,  that  Chrift  appear'd  and  ipakc 
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M  the  Ter/dn  of  God  the  Father  C/  i*0  Jcaving 
yoorEngii/h  Reader  to  beheve,  that  your  no- 
irel  Explication  was  the  current  Dodrine  of 
all  Antiquity.  The  Thing  nouiy  be  true  in  Jome 
Sinfe^  liich  as  is  foreign  to  your  Purpoie :  But 
ifijiaur  Sen/e^  it  is  notorioufly  faUe,  as  all  that 
Jbaire  look'd  into  Antiquity  very  well  know. 
iHowever,  for  the  Benefit  of  the  common  Rca-« 
tier,  I  will  ibow  that  the  good  Fathers  applied 
thefe  Texts  to  Chrift  confider'd  in  fais  cwm 
SPerJon^  and  not  in  the  Father's  only.  This 
&all  be  made  clear,  to  a  Demonftration,  both 
from  f  articular  Teftimonies  of  the  &me  Fa- 
thers ;  and  from  the  general  Scope,  Drift,  and 
De%n  of  thoie  Writers,  in  quoting  the  Texts  be- 
fof€  mention-d. 

*  Clement  of  Alexandria,  citing  Exod.  xo-  2^ 
I  am  the  Lord  thy  God,  &c.  and  underftand- 
teg  it  of  Chrift,  ob^rves  particularly,  that  Chrift 
&d  this  of  Himielf,  in  his  own  Terjhn^ 

\7ertnlllan,  interpreting  If  i.  18. and  Afir. 
f.  18.  of  Chrifi,  makes  the  like  remark. 

^Irenaus,  having  cited Exod.  3.6.  (Jam  the 
God  of  Abraham,  and  the  God  of  Ilaac,  &c.) 
which  He  underftands  as  ipoken  by  Chrifi\ 

Uifu*^  ii  0iu%  Af/ff  iSit)!^  srfMCtfjrir,  f #cro  Mbt^u  my* 

JU}6ty»K      Kie^(^  i  @fe$  0-10  •  91  U  yiq  AtyStrlu,  (Jem« 

iUex.  P«d.  1.  I.  c.  7.  p.  131.  Edit.  Ox. 

t  Ex  IpHus  Domini  perfona  <^r.  Ten.  Contr,  Mart.  L  4.  c.  ic^ 
^  ?tt  Bxc  utique  manifeftum  fecit  quoniam  Is  qui  dc  Rubo 
bcuxus  eft  Mo^  dc  Maniie(b?it  «k  cfTc  Dcum  Patrum,  Hie  eft 
viventium  Deui  — t^f^  Ipfe  igitur  Chriftus  cum  Patrc  Vtvorum 
Deus,  <^i  locutus  ct^  Mo)rit,  qat  Patribus  maoifedacus  cft% 
bco*  I  V  c.^     p.         Sop  I  |. ^  c«  1^ 

of 
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goes  on  thus.       From  hence  (  Chrift )  made 
ic  plain,  that  He  who  ibake  to  Mo/es  out 
of  theBofh,  and  manifefted  Him/elf  to  be 
the  God  of  the  Fathers^  is  the  God  of  the 
Living.    And  after  a  deal  more  in  that 
Chapter  to  fhowthac  the  Father  and  Son  are  One 
and  the  (ame  God,  He  concludes  to  this  effed^ 
Chrift  Himfelf  therefore,  with  the  Father,  is 
^*  the  God  of  th^  Livings  who  ipake  to  Mofis^ 
and  was  manifefted  to  the  Fathers. 
Novatian^  haying  obferved  that  the  Angel 
which  appeared  to  ^  Agar^  Sarah'%  Maid,  was 
reprefented  in  Holy  Scripture  zsLord  and  God^ 
after  fbme  realbning  upon  it.  Citable  to  the  pre- 
vailing Principles  of  his  own  Times,  as  welt  as 
of  the  Times  preceding*  Summs  up  the  whole 
in  this  Manner.    **  f  Wherefore  if  theprefcnt 
•  •  Paffage  cannot  fuit  with  the  Terjbn  of  the 
Father,  whom  it  would  not  be  proper  to  call 
an  Angela  nor  to  the  ^  erf  on  of  an  Angela 
which  it  would  not  be  proper  to  call  God; 
but  it  may  comport  with  the  Terfon  of 
Chrift  to  be  God,  as  the  Son  of  God, 
and  to  be  an  Angel  too,  as  lent  to  reveal  his 
Father's  Will  :  The  Hereucks  ought  to  con^ 

f  Er^  fi  hie  locut  neque  ?irfin€  Pttrts  congnii't  fltt  Angelot 
di^s  hr,  neque  firftn^  Aogeli,  ne  Deui  pronuntianis  lit:  f9rfiu* 
jatem  Chrifti  coovenir,  ut  &  Dous  (it,  quu  Dei  Filius  eft,  6c  Aftv 

Slus  fit>  quoDttin  pttemae  difpofitioott  Adnantitror  efti  intdUgem 
bent  contra  Scriptnm  fe  agere  Hxretici\  qui  Chriftum  qunrn 
dicant  ft  &  Angelum  credere,  nolint  etiam  ilium  Dmn  pro- 
ipntiare  .     i  —  Novat.  c»  06.  p.  724. 

*0  ;i  'AyrfA(^  ?  MTf^  «  ifi<  iw.  Tie/f^  ^  Oi^  i>. 

'  fidc» 
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*'  fidcr  that  They  run  counter  to  the  Sacred 
Writ,  while  They  admit  thatChrift  is  an  ^n- 
"  gel,  and  yet  refiife  to  acknowledge  that  He 
•*  isG(?</aIfo.    Here,  you'll  obferve,  that,  ac- 

'  cording  to  Novatian,  it  was  to  the  Terjbn  of 
Chrift,  not  to  the  Terfon  of  God  the  Father, 
that  the  Title  of  God  and  Lord,  in  this  or  the 
like  Inftances,  belonged;  and  that  therefore 
they  are  given  to  Him  in  his  own  Ter/dn^  in 
his  own  right,  as  God's  Son  and  Confubftantial 
with  Him ;  than  which  nothing  can  be  more 
diametrically  oppofite  to  Your's,  or  to  Dr. 
darkens  Hyfatbejis.  It  is  not  (aid,  God,  only 
as  having  true  Dominion  and  Authority,  but,  as 
God's  Son\  and  that  implies,  with  Kovatian^Sub- 

fiantioi  Communionem,  real  and  ejfential  Divi- 
nity*. 

I  fliall  next  Ihow  you  the  fame  of  Jujfin 
Martyr  %  and  then  beg  your  Pardon  for  the 
Impertinence  of  infifting  fo  long  upon"  what 
none,  one  might  think,  that  has  ever  (ccn  the 
Antients,   could  make  the  Icaft  Queftion  of. 
Permit  me,  (ays  He,  to  lliow  you  alio  oqt 
of  the  Book  of  Exodus,  how  the  very  fame 
Perfon,  who  appeared  to  Abraham  and  Ja- 
eob,  as  an  Angel,  and  God,  and  Lord,  and 
«*  Man,  appeared  to  Mofes  in  a  Flame  of  Fire 
out  of  the  Bufh,  and  talked  with  Him.  A 
little  after,  He  adds  thcfe  remarkable  Words. 

•  C  V  Compare  Ch.  if.  Ut  cnim  prefcripfit  Ipft  nttura  Homn 
nenn  cred^iduoa  e/Tc,  qui  or  Homine  m:  itt  cadcm  oatun^  prarfcri* 
bit,  £c  Deum  credcnduro  cii'c,  qur  cx  Deo  fit. 

"  *You 
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*  Yoa  have  feen.  Gentlemen,  that  the 
fime  Perfbn  whom  Mo/es  calls  an  AngeU 
"  2od  who  coQvers'd  with  Him  in  the  Flame 
"  of  Fire ;  that  very  Perfon  Seimg  God,  figm- 
"  fics  to  Mo/es  that  Himfelf  is  the  God  of 
"  Abraham ,  and  of  Ifaac,  and  of  Jacob.  I 
will  not  fo  far  diftruft  your  Judgment,  as  to  add 
aoy  farther  Comment  to  fb  plain  Words.  I  need 
hot  juft  hint  to  any  who  know  Juftin  Martyr^ 
that  He,  as  well  as  Novatian,  rcfolves  the  2)/- 
vmity  of  Chrift  into  his  f  Sonjhip ;  ind  Sonjhif 
into  %  Communication  of  the  fame  divine  Sub* 
fiance :  Which  I  remark  chiefly  againd  Dr. Clarke^ 
who  feems  to  admit  that  thofe  Titles  belonged  to 
tbc  y^r/3«  -of  Chrift ;  which  is  more  than  I  ap- 
prehend you  do.  It  were  very  eafy  to  add  parti- 
cular Pafl^es  to  the  fame  ptirpofe  from  other 
Fathers ;  but  it  was,  in  a  manner,  needleis  to 
have  mention'd  thefe.  .  For,  the  general  fcope, 
drift,  and  defign  of  the  primitive  Writers,  in 
this  Cafe,  fhows  fiifficiently  what  I  contend  for. 
Their  defign  was  to  prove  Chrift's  divinity ; 
to  fhow  that  there  was  another  Terfon,  be- 
fidcs  the  Father,  who  was  really  Lord  and 
God\  and  that  this  Perfon  was  Chrift.  This 
is  the  avowed  defign  clear  through  Juftin^s 

•'a  «»Jpfff.  nmiHs^rt  in  a  Aty^  ju^^ri^  'AyyiAw,  w  m/fli 

fAev««  Af «<Jrf»  tZr^  «ptc«  Om?  i?f  ctifA(Mfi  rZ  fAttnX 
MiTH       i         Aifokftt  #g  IffWBtK     ItLKvi.  Jud.  Mart*  Dial.  p.  220. 

Compart  Apol.  I.p.  123.  Ta  /{  f*]»jj/*i>«»  <U  ,S«crit  rS  MmnXhjfi  iut4 

^i^TWi.      t  p.x8375.278.»8o*Sjlb.  £d.    +p.  18}.  ^n.^.]ch. 

dialogue  \ 
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dialogue ;  and  the  like  may  be  laid  of  Nova^ 
tian^  Tertullian,  Cyfrian,  Iren£us  and  the 
Reft  (except  Eufebius  who  fometimes  varied 
in  this  Matter)  where  they  cite  thefc  Texts, 
which  I  have  given  you  a  Lift  of. 

The  Argument  they  ufcd,  is  this.  There  is 
i  Perlbn  frequently  ftiled  God  and  Lord,  Je^ 
bovah.  Almighty,  6cc.  who  conversed  with 
Adam,  appear'd  to  the  Tatriarcbs,  and  aM 
along  headed  and  conduced  the  People  of  the 
Jews.  This  Perlbn  could  not  be  an  Angel  on- 
ly :  liich  high  Titles  could  never  belong  to  any 
meer  Angel.  He  could  not  be  God  the  Fathqr: 
His  Office  was  minijferial.  He  is  called  an 
Angel,  He  af feared.  He  condefcended  to  take 
upon  Him  human  Shape,  and  other  relem« 
blanccs  ♦ :  Thcfe  Things  do  not  liiit  with  the 
frfi  Terfon  of  the  Trinity.  Well  then ;  who 
could  He  be,  but  God  the  Son  ?  Who  being 
really  God,  might,  in  his  own  right,  truly  and 
juftly  alTume  thole  high  Titles ;  and  yet  beii^ 
Second  only  in  the  ever  BlefTed  Trinity^  and 
deigning,  in  his  own  due  Time,  to  take  homatf 
Nature  upon  Him,  might  more  fuitably  con- 
delcend  to  ad  mintfterially  among  Men,  (a 
proper  prelude  to  his  Incarnation  which  fhould 
come  after)  and  fb  might  be,  not  only  God^ 
but  an  Angd  too.  This  is  their  Argument,  as 

•  lio  tut  fiaj.thdt thepurcCimpMchj  ot  thedivincNatareiMfmp 
uriej,  m  this  Cd/i,  ss  «  nafm  why  it  could  not  he  the  Father:  mr^ 


that  the  human  A£fe6ions  and  Adtions  afcribed  to  this  AngeL 
emierfiood  Htcrally ,  or  othtrvife  than  bj  wojf  of  Figure.  Teitulliia 
^vs  «  very  different  account  of  it,  {hewing  hm  all  might  bt  tmdtrJUii 
9mrpBtm\.   ConCr.  Marc.  I.  a.  CYCty 
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every  one  knows,  that  knows  any  thing  of 
thefe  Matters.  Now,  (iippofe  that  theie  good 
Fathers  had  onderftood.  Gen.  31. 13.  as  you  do  1 
I  am  the  God  of  Bethel:  That  is,  my  Father. 
whom  I  rej^refenty  is  the  God  of  BetheL 
What  a  trifling  Argument  would  you  here  pot' 
into  their  Mouths  ?  *•  Chrift  declares  that  the  Per- 
ion,  whom  He  reprefents,  is  God  and  Lord: 
therefore  Chrift  is  God,  &c.  Or  propofc  the 
Armment  thus,  upon  yoxxr  Hyfothejis :  *•  The 
*•  Jj>rd  God  (the  Father)  called  unto  Adam,  Geo. 
i.^.God  faidunto  Abraham,  SJf.  Gen.  21.  ii, 
that  is,  God  the  Father  (poke  by  his  Son; 
therefore  the  Son  is  called  God,  and  is  God* 
Can  any  thing  be  more  ridiculous  ?  The  Con- 
clufion  which  Juftin  Martyr  draws  from  the 
whole,  and  which  He  triumphantly  urges  againft 
Trypho^  is  this ;  that  Chrift  is  really  Lord  and 
God.  ♦©eaj  xatAtT^,  ^  ®tQ$  m  %  tr<^.  The  other 
Writers  draw  the  fiime  Conclufion  from  the 
iame  Premiles;  a  Conclufion  without  any  Thing 
to  lupport  it,  had  they  underftood  thcle  Texts^ 
as  you  pretend  They  did.  In  fhort,  the  very 
Ground  and  Foundation  of  all  They  (ay  upon 
this  Article,  is  built  upon  a  Suppofition  diame* 
trically  oppofite  to  Your's ;  fo  little  countenance 
have  you  from  Antiquity.  Farther,  They  all 
conclude  that  the  Pcrfon  declaring  Himfelf  to 
be  God  and  Lord,  &c.  could  not  be  an  Angel  { 
not  a  mecr  Angel.  There  is  fome  Senfe  in 
this ;  if  you  foppofe  an  Angel  declaring,  in  his 
own  Terfon,  that  He  is  God  and  Lord.    It  is 

?  Juft.  Dial  p.  i;^.  Ed.  Jcbb,  bl** 
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blalpheinous  and  abfurd  for  any  meer  Angel  to 
make  (uch  Declaration.  But,  fuppoHng  it  meant 
of  the  Perfon  of  the  Father,  why  mighc  not 
any  Angel  declare,  what  is  jcertainiy  true,  that 
the  Father  is  God,  or  deliver  God*$  Errand  in 
bis  own  Words?  Had  the  Fathers  thought,  as  you 
do.  they  muft  have  argued  thus,  very  weakly: 
It  could  not  be  a  meer  Angel  that  appeared,  or 
that  ipoke  thus  and  thus.  Why  ?  Becaufe  the 
Perfon  who  fent  Him,  and  who  undoubtedly  is 
the  God  of  the  Univerie,  is  called  God  and 
Lord.  Of  all  the  filly  Things  that  Ignorance 
and  Malice  have  combined  to  throw  upon  the 
primitive  Martyrs  and  Defenders  of  the  Faith  of 
Chrift,  I  have  not  met  with  one  comparable  to 
this.  I  am  therefore  willing  to  believe,  that 
you  did  not  mean  to  charge  them  with  it ;  but 
€nly  cxprefs'd  your  felf  darkly  and  obfcurcly> 
which  yet  fliould  not  have  been  done,  by  one 
who  would  be  careful  not  to  miflead,  even  an 
unwary  Reader.  I  would  here  make  one  Remark, 
aod  leave  it  with  you:  And  that  is,  of  the 
♦  ft  rid  Scnfe  wherein  the  Ant  tents  ufed  the 
word  God,  as  applied  to  the  Son,  They  argued 
that  it  could  not  be  an  Angel  that  appeared. 
Why  ?  becaufe  the  Perfon  appearing  was  called 
God.  Thus  Novatian.  who  fpeaks  the  Senfe 
of  all  the  reft  ^omodo  ergo  Dcus  Ji  Angelus 
Juit ;  cum  non  Jit  hoc  nomen  Angeits  un^uam 

*  Other  Atgumniis  of  the  fit  'til  Senfi  pf  the  Word,  God,  ms  ufed 
the  ADre*Nicenc  Writers gnJ  tiff  lied  to  the  Son ,  tnMv  6i  fnk 
to  Hr.  FidJei,     »74^  Sec.  . 
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concefum  *  ?  But  how  then  is  He  God,  if  no 
nurt  than  jfngel,  fince  Angels  never  had  the 
fnvikge  of fo  high  a  fit  lei  Novatian  allows 
(Ch.  15.)  th^t  Angels  have  been  called  Gods^ 
meaniog  in  the  loole  Figurative  Senfe :  But  here 
He  plainly  figuifies  that  the  Word,  God,  when 
applied  to  the  Son,  is  to  be  underftood  in  the 
vinGt  and  proper  Senfe:  And  thus  iheAntients 
itt  genieral  underftood  it.  Angels^  the  very 
hig^eft  order  of  Creatures,  were  not  by  them 
thought  worthy  of  the  Natae  and  Title  of  God. 
It  would  have  been  highly  abfurd,  in  their 
Jui^ment,  to  have  given  it  them,  in  iuch  a 
Senfe,  and  in  luch  Circumdances,  as  they  ap* 
plied  it  to  the  Son.  They  knew  nothing  of 
your  Relative  Senfe  of  the  Word :  They  knew 
better.  But  this  by  the  Way :  Let  us  return  to 
our  Subjed.  You'll  ask  me  now  perhaps,  what 
did  (ome  of  the  Fathers  mean,  thofe  efpecially 
whom  you  have  quoted  in  the  Margin  xx.) 
by  the  Son  of  Gods  appearing,  and  Jpeaking 
in  ihcTerfon  of  God  the  Father?  I  have  fliown 
you  what  they  certainly  did  not  mean :  And  if 
I  could  not  fo  readily  account  for  the  other,  it 
is  of  lefs  Moment ;  the  Caufe  being  little  con- 
cern'd  in  it.  But  I  fhall  endeavor  to  latisfy  you 
iu  this  Point  alio. 

You  have  but  two  Quotations,  which  arc  any 
thing  to  the  Purpofe :  One  out  of  Theophilus, 
Bifliop  of  Antioch\  and  the  other  from  7>r- 
tullian.  And  they  indeed,  verbally,  may  fcem 
to  countenance  your  Notion ;  tho\  iu  reality^ 

*  Ch.  14.        '       E  they 
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they  meant  nothing  like  it.  But ,  what  did 
they  mean,  one  by,  *  d#  /z^e^'jrai  tS  ©ev,  the 
other  by,  \Au£toritate  t$  nomine  (Patris?) 
Let  it  be  confidcred,  that  the  iecond  Perfon,  in 
the  Texts  above  cited,  is  not  reprcfented  under 
his  own  ferfonal  didinguiihing  Charader,  as  a 
Son,  or  iecond  Pcrfbn,  or  Meffiah,  or  Media- 
tor, as  he  has  been  fince.  It  is  not  (aid,  that 
the  Son  of  the  Lord  God^  called  unto  Adam\ 
bat  the  Lord  God  called,  &c.  :j: .  It  is  non  I 
am  the  Son  of  the  God  of  Bethel,  8cc.  But 
I  am  the  God  of  Bethel;  and  fo  in  the  reft. 
Chrift  therefore,  in  rhefe,  or  the  like  Texts,  is 
not  reprelented  under  his  own  peculiar  Cha- 
rader  i  but  under  fuch  aCharadter  as  is  common 
to  the  Godhead,  to  the  Father  and  Him  too. 
This  Charader,  fmce  the  diftindtion  of  Pcrlbns 
has  been  revealed  to  us,  has  been,  in  a  more 
eminent  and  peculiar  Manner,  referved  to  the 
Father.  He  is  rcprefented  eminently  now  as 
God ;  and  Chrift,  as  Son  of  God ;  or  Mediator^ 
or  Mejfiah.  Chrift  having  before  took  upon 
Him  that  Part,  Charader,  or  Office,  which  uncc 
that  time  has  been  referved,  in  a  peculiar  man* 
;ier,  to  the  Father,  may  be  faid  to  have  ac^ed 
in  the  Terfon  of  the  Father,  or  in  the  Name  of 
the  Father ;  that  is,  under  the  lame  Charadler 
or  Capacity ,  which  the  Father  now  chiefly 
bears  with  refpedt  to  Men.  This  He  might 
well  do,  being  equally  qualified  for  either.  As 

*  Thcoph.  ad  Autol.  J.  2.  p.  129.  Ox,  Fd. 

f  Tcrtull.  adv.  Marc.  1.  2.  c  27.  Gen.  5.  9. 

Sofg 
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Son  af  God^  He  was  realJy  God ;  and  as  Son 
of  the  Almighty  t  He  was  jilmighty^  in  hisf 
own  right  J  as  \Tertullian  cxprefles  it:  And 
therefore  might  as  jaftiy  bear  the  Stile  and  Title 
of  Lord  God,  God  of  jlbrahim,  &c  while  He 
aded  in  that  Capacity,  as  He  did  that  of  Me- 
diator. Meffiah.  Son  of  the  Father,  &c.  after 
He  condeicended  to  a<St  in  another,  and  to  di(^ 
cover  his  perfonal  Relation. 

You  cited  thefe  Words  oiTertullian:  Cujus 
Suitor  it  ate  f  ®  nomine  ipfe  erat  l^eus,  qui 
wdehdtur,T)ei  Filius.  Which  might  have  been 
rendred  thus.  The  Son  of  God  who  ap^ 
peared.  He  was  God  (a£fing)  in  his  {theFa^, 
/i&^r'/)Name,  and  with  his  Authority,  And 
had  you  but  cited  the  next  immediate  WordSt, 
you  might  have  diicovered  the  true  meaning  of 
that  Paflage.  Sed  penes  nos,  Cbrijius  in 
ferfona  Chrifli,  quia  hoc  Modo  nojler  eft: 
That  is  to  fay :  But  with  us  (Chriftians)  Chrift 
is  alio  underflood  under  the  Gharad^er,  or  Per^ 
Ibn.  of  the  Meffiah:  Becaufe  He  is  ours  in  this 
Capacity  alfo;  That  is.  He  is  not  only  our 
Qod ;  but  our  Mediator  and  Redeemer.  And 
under  that  Charader  we  receive  Himi  as  being 
more  peculiar  to  Him,  beyond  what  He  has 
in  common  with  the  Father.  Formerly  He  was 
received  and  adored  under  the  one  common  Cha« 

*  Suo  jure  omnipotcns  qua  Filius  Omnipotentis  cum  8c 

Filius  Omnipotencis  tam  OmnfpQteds  dt,  qtum  Dcifs  Dei  Filius. 
tr/Lx,  c.  \i*  p.  <;20. 

t  Coiitr.  Mafc.  h  2;  c.  2^ . 
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rader  of  God.  Lordy  zndi  Jehovah :  not  meerly 
as  rcprefentativc  of  God  the  Father,  or  as  in- 
verted with  his  Authority y  but  as  ftridly  and 
truly  God,  Confubjiantial  with  God  the  Father ; 
according  to  the  unanimous  Opinion  of  all  the 
Antients,  and  *ofThofe  in  p!articular^  who  fpeak 
of  his  ading  in  the  Name, oxTer Jon  of  the  Fa- 
ther.  But  now,  having  a  new  Title  to  diftin- 
guifh  Him  by,  we  receive  Him  in  both  Capa- 
cities :  as  God,  by  Nature ;  ami  as  MeiTiat^  or 
Mediator,  by  Office. 

The  Suni  then  of  the  Caft  is  this:  Whett 
Chrift  appeared  to  the  Tatrianhs,  and  daim'd 
their  Obedience,  Homage,  and' Adoration ;  He 
did  not  do  this  under  the  Name  and  CharsK^ler 
which  He  has  fince  difcovcrcd  to  ht  f^r final 
and  peculiar  to  Him;  but  under  another; 
which  is  His  too,  but  in  conrmcn  with  the  Fa* 
ther ;  namely,  that  of  Lord  God,  God  Almighty, 
&c.  and  being  fmce  difcov^red  not  to  be  the 
Father  Himlelf,  but  the  Son ;  not  unoriginated^ 
but  God  of  God\  all  that  he  did  muft  be  re* 
fferr'd  back  to  the  Father,  the  Head  and  Fo$m- 
tain  of  All;  whole  Authority  He  exercised, 
whole  Orders  He  executed,  and  whofe  Yerfin. 
Character,  or  Office,  He  (in  fbme  fenle)  reprelent- 
ed  and  fuftaincd.  Thus,  under  the  fNew  Tcfta- 
mentalfo,  He  referred  all  that  He  did  to  the  Au- 
thority of  the  Father,  as  the  firft  Original,  and 

♦  Sec  True  Script.  Docir,  continued,  p.  196. 

t  Vid.  Tcrtull.  Contr.  Prax  c  11.  p.  512.  ^go  yeni  in  Tmrh 
mi  nomine  ■  ■■  Adco  Temper  Filius  crat  in  Dei  Sc  Rcg''s  & 
Domini,  &  Omnipotenus*  &  AltiiTiini  nomioe. 

Foun- 


QjL  n.        of  fime  qVEtil^S.  4^ 

Fouotaia  of  all  Power,  Pre  eminence,  Dignityt 
&c.  t£ting  in  His  Name,  executing  His  Will, 
Qod  reprdencing  His  Perfon.  (7  anJ  my  Fa- 
tber  are  ane^  Joh.  10.  30.  He  that  hath  feen 
me.  bath  Jeen  the  Father,  Joh.  14  9.  1  can 
tfmv  awn  felf  do  nothing.  Joh.  5.  30.)  And 
yec  whatever  is  faid  of  Chrift,  is  to  be  under- 
ftood  of  Htm  in  his  own  Terfon ;  and  not  of 
the  Father  only,  whom  He  repreiented.  In 
fine,  it  is  not  aeoeflary  that  every  one  who 
ads  in  the  Name,  or  by  the  Authority,  or  in 
theVerJbn  of  another,  fliould  ufurp  the  Stile  of 
that  other,  and  fpeak  in  the  firfiTerfon\  e.g.K 
Viceroy,  or  znAmbaJfador  fpeaks  in  the  King's 
Name,  and  by  his  ^i^/i&^r/V>^,  and  reprefcncs  his 
Terfon :  But  does  not  Terfonate  the  King,  in 
the  ftrii^dl  Senle ;  does  not  pretend  to  lay,  / 
am  the  King.  And  therefore  you  can  draw  no 
certain  ConcluHon  ftom  the  two  Paliages  of 
Theophilus  and  lertulltan.  On  the  contrary,  I 
have  ihown  you  from  the  whole  Drift,  Tenor, 
and  Tendency,  as  well  as  from  particular  Tedimo- 
nies  of  the  primitive  Writings,  that  they  arc  fer 
from  £ivouring  your  pretences  in  this  Cafe,  but 
area  perfeiftContradi^ion  to  them.  From  what 
hath  been  faidythefe  three  Things  are  very  plain 
and  evident. 

I.  That,  according  to  the  Mind  of  the  An- 
tients,  the  Son  was  God,  and  ib  called  in  his 
own  Terfon. 

a.  That  He  was  God  in  his  own  Perfon,  as 
betpg  Go^s  Son^ 

E  3  3.  That 
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3.  That  He  was  God's  Son,  as  having  the 
^ivine  Subjiance  commuDicated  from  the  Fa- 
ther. 

Thefe  three  Confiderations  intircly  take  ofF 
the  force  of  whatever  either  You  otA>x. Clarke 
hath  offered  to  perplex  and  puzzle  a  very  clear 
^nd  imanifeft  Truth. 

I  have  infifted  chiefly  on  the  firft  Particular, 
as  was  proper  in  this  place;  though  I  have, 
m  pafling,  hinted  enough  of  the  two  latter 
alfb;  efpecially  conftdering  that  they  will 
often  be  glanced  at  again,  in  the  procefs  of 
our  Dilputc. 

Thus,  I  hope,  I  have  fufficiently  vindicated 
the  Argument' of  this  Second  Query,  having 
ftown  from  plain  Scripture  Texts,  that  Chrift 
is  not  excluded  from  t>eing  the  one  Supreme 
God  in  Gonjundion  with  the  Father;  and  taken 
off  your  Exceptions:  And  left  this  fliould  fcem 
infuflficicnt,  I  have  confirmed  it  farther,  from 
the  unanimous  confcnt  of  all  Antiquity,  before 
tht  Council  of  Nice which  is  what  your  felf 
appeal  to  in  the  Cafe.  This  Article  indeed  has 
hereby  been  drawn  out  into  a  difproportionate 
Length :  But  the  Importance  of  it  is  a  fuffi- 
cicnt  Apology,  Were  you  able  Satisfadorily  to 
anfwer  the  following  Queries  ;  This  one,  while 
it  ftands  unknfwcfcd,  would  be  enough  for  all. 
^ut  I  proceed 
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U  B  R  Y  III, 

Whether  the  Word  (God)  in  Scripture,  can 
rea/anably  be  JUppofed  to  carry  an  ambigu- 
oas  meanings  or  to  be  ufed  in  a  different  Senfe^ 
when  applied  to  the  Father  and  Son,  in  the 
fame  Scripture^  and  even  in  the  fame 
Verfe%  Sec  Joh.  i.  i. 

ERE  you  make  Anfwer;  that  the  Word 
(God)  in  Scripture  hath  a  relative 
€cation^  and  is  ufed  in  a  fupreme  and  a 
fubordinate  Senfe.  And  you  appeal  to  Exod. 
7.  I.  /  have  made  Thee  a  God  to  Tharaohy 
and  to  P^al.  8a.  i.  God  Jiandeth  in  the  Ajfem^ 
kly  of  Gods\  judgeth  among  Gods\  and  you 
dcHre  that  Joh.  10  34,  35.  may  be  compared; 
If  it  not  written  in  your  Law^  1  fald  yd  are 
Gods^  &c.  You  are  impatient,  I  perceive,  to 
come  to  your  Diftin(£tion  of  Supreme  and  Sub- 
ordinate ;  which,  you  imagine,  clears  all  Diffr- 
culties,  and  you  will  not  (lay  to  confider  what 
oi^ht  to  be  laid  firft.  The  firft  and  moft  ge- 
neral Diflindion  of  the  Senles  of  the  Word, 
God^  Ihould  be  into  proper  and  improper ;  after 
which  it  will  be  loon  enough  to  come  to  your 
lamed  Diftind:ion  of  Supreme  ad  Subordinate. 
Dr.  Clarke^  indeed,  would  perfwadc  us,  that 
the  proper  Scripture- Notion  of  God  is  domi- 
nion \  and  that  therefore  any  Perfon  having 
dominion^  is,  according  to  the  Scripture-No- 
E  ^  '  tion, 
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tion,  truly,  and  properly  God.    This  lhall  be 
examined ;  but  it  will  be  convenient  here  to  fet 
down  the  Dodor's  own  Words.      The  Word 
•*  0€o^,  God^  has  in  Scripture,  and  in  all  Books 
of  Morality  and  Religion^  a  relative  Signi- 
•*  fication  ;  and  not,  as  in  metafhyjical  Books, 
an  abfolute  one:  as  is  evident  from  the  re- 
lative  Terms,  which  in  moral  Writings  may 
•*  always  be  joined  with  it.    For  inftance :  In 
•*  the  iame  manner  as  we  lay  my  Father,  my 
King,  and  the  like;  fo  it  is  proper  alio  to 
•*  lay,  my  God,  the  God  of  Ifrael^  the  God 
of  the  Vniver/e,  znd  the  like:  Which  words 
are  expreflive  of  Dominion  and  Government. 
But,  in  the  mctaphyfical  Way,  it  cannot  be 
faid  my  Infinite  Subftance,  the  Infinite  Sub- 
•*  {l^ncc  of  IJrael,  or  the  like*.    He  repeats 
the  Oblcrvation  (/.  ^90.)  f  And  is  very  pofitive 
that  the  word  Godj  in  Scripture,  is  always  a 
relative  Word  of  Office ;  giving  the  lame  pret- 
ty Reafon  for  it,  as  before.    This  lhall  be  care- 
fully confidered;  and  the  manner  of  Ipeaking 
accounted  for,  in  the  lequel. 

I  lhall  only  obfcrve  here,  by  the  way,  that 
the  Word,  Star,  is  a  relative  Word,  for  the 
lame  Realbn  with  that,  which  the  Dodor  gives 
for  the  other.  For,  the  Star  of  your  God 
Remphan,  (Ads  7.  43.)  is  a  proper  ExpreflTion  ; 
Bur,  in  the  metaphyfcal  Way,  it  cannot  be 
faid,  the  luminous  Subftance  of  your  God  Rem- 

•  See  Dr.  Clarke's  Rff!y,  p. 

f  Com  fare  alfo  Script.  DoCtu  p.  19$.  alias  264.. 

phan 
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fhan.  So  again;  Water  is  a  relative  U^ordi; 
For  ir  is  proper  to  fay,  the  Water  of  Ijraei^ 
Bitft  io  rfic  metafhyfical  Way,  it  cannot  be  laid, 
the  daid  Sabftance  of  Ifraeh,  The  Expreffioa 


make  relative  Words,  almoft  as  many  as  we 
pleafe.  But  to  proceed :  I  maintain  that 
mimiom  is  not  the  full  Import  of  the  word  God^ 
in  Scripture ;  that  it  is  but  a  part  of  the  Idea^ 
and  a  imall  part  too ;  and  that,  if  any  Perlba 
be  called  Goa,  meerly  on  account  of  T^ominion^ 
He  is  called  (b  by  way  of  Figure  and  Relem- 
blance  only ;  and  is  not  f  roper ly  God,  accord- 
ing to  the  Scripture-Notion  of  it.  We  may  call 
any  one,  a  King^  who  lives  free  and  indepen- 
dent»  fobjed:  to  no  Man's  Will.  He  is  a  King 
fo  far^  or  in  fbme  refpe(ft ;  tho'  in  many  other 
refpe<%,  nothing  like  one;  and  therefore  not 
froferly  a  King.  If  by  the  fame  Figure 
of  Speech,  by  way  of  Allufion  and  Rcfcm- 
blance,  any  thing  be  called  God^  becaufe  re- 
iembliog  God  in  one  or  more  Particulars ;  we 
arc  not  to  conclude,  that  it  is  froferly^  and 
truly  God. 

To  enlarge  (bmething  farther  upon  this 
Head ;  and  to  illuftratc  the  Cafe  by  a  few  In- 

*  //  is  ^lery  o6vioits  to  perceive,  wUre  the  impropriety  of  fuch  E*- 
frtfims  lies.  The  word  Sub(Unce»  according  to  the  common  ttfe  of 
LmgrnM^e^  -mben  ufed  in  the  SiuguUr  ifi§m6er^  is  ft^fpofed  to  ie 
io:rioftck  to  the  Thin^  ffoken  of  whofe  Sttifiance  it  is  \  and  indeed^ 
t9  k  the  Thmg  it  felf,  i/iy  SuSJlAnce,  is  mj  Self:  Mnd  the  Subjlarot 
of  Ifrad*  is  Ifrael.  J§nd  hence  it  comes  to  be  improper  to  join  Sub> 
^aace  iKtk  the  reUtirc  Terms,  underfinnding  it  of  ^  thing  et» 


is  ♦  improper.  By 


fiances 
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(lances.  Pare  of  the  IJea  which  goes  along 
with  the  Word,  God,  is,  that  his  Habitation  is 
fublime,  and  his  dwelling  not  with  Flejb,  Dan. 
a.  II.  This  part  of  the  Idea  is  apphcable  to 
Angels^  or  to  Saints,  and  therefore  they  may 
thus  far  be  reputed  Gods\  and  are  fometimes 
ib  (liled  in  Scripture,  or  Ecclefiaftical  Writings. 
Another  pare  of  the  complex  Idea  of  God,  is 
giving  orders  from  Above,  and  pubhihing  com- 
mands from  Heaven.  This  was,  in  fome  Senfe. 
applicable  to  Mofes\  who  is  therefore  called 
a  God  unto  Tharaoh:  not  as  being  properly  a 
God ;  but  indead  of  God,  in  that  Infboce,  or 
that  refembiing  Circumflance.  In  the  fame  re- 
fped:,  every  Trophet,  or  Afofile,  or  even  a 
Miniftcr  of  a  Parifh,  might  figuratively  call- 
ed God.  Dominion  goes  along  with  the  Idea 
of  God,  or  is  a  part  of  it ;  and  therefore  AV»ji, 
Trinces,  and  Magifirates,  refembiing  God  in 
that  refpe^ft,  may,  by  th«  like  Figure  of  Speech* 
be  ftiled  Gods:  not  properly \  for  then  we 
might  as  properly  fay,  God  David,  God  Sola- 
Plan,  or  God  Jeroboam,  as  King  Davids  &c. 
but  by  way  of  AUufion,  and  in  regard  to  (bmc 
ia>perfe(£t  refemhlance  which  they  bear  to  God 
in  fome  particular  refpeds ;  and  that  is  alL  It 
belongs  to  God,  to  receive  Worfhip,  and  Sa- 
crifice, and  Homage.  Now,  bccaule  the  Hea- 
then Idols  fb  far  rciembled  God,  as  to  be  made 
the  Obje<as  of  Worfhip,  g>r.  Therefore  they 
alia,  by  the  fame  Figure  of  Speech,,  are  by  the 
Scripture  denominated  God:t^  tho^  at  the  %xe 

lime^ 
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time«  they  are  declared,  in  a  proper  Senfe,  td 
be  m  Gods.  The  Belly  is  called  the  God  of 
the  Laxurious,  Tbil.  3. 19.  becaufe  fbme  are  a$ 
modi  devoted  to  the  Service  of  their  Bellie^^ 
ts  others  are  to  the  Service  of  God%  and  be- 
caofe  their  Lofts  have  got  the  dominion  over 
tbem.  This  way  of  fpeaking  is,  in  like  manner, 
g^pcmded  on  Ibme  imperfe<sE  Relemblance,  and 
iseafily  tmderftood.  The  Prince  of  the  Devils 
is  ftippofed,  by  moft  Interpreters,  to  be  called 
die  God  of  this  World,  x  Cor.  4.  4.  If  fo,  the 
Reaibn  may  be,  either  becaufe  the  Men  of 
this  World zxt  intirely  devoted  to  his  Service? 
or  that  He  has  got  the  Power  and  Dominion 
o?er  Them. 

Thus  we  fee,  how  the  word  God,  according  to 
the  popular  way  of  fpeaking,  has  been  applied  to 
Angels,  or  to  Men,  or  to  Things  inanimate  and 
ialeoHble ;  becaufe  fbme  part  of  the  Idea  be- 
longing to  God,  has  been  conceived  to  belong 
to  them  alfb.  To  argue  from  hence,  that  any 
of  tbem  is  froperly  God,  is  making  the  whofe 
of  a  part ;  and  reafoning  fallacioufly,  a  dldto 
fecundum  quid,  as  the  Schools  fpeak,  ad  dt- 
Hum  fimf  llclter.  If  we  inquire  carefully  into 
the  Scripture-Notion  of  the  Word,  we  Ihall 
find,  that  neither  fingly,  nor  all  the 

other  Inftances  of  Refemblancc  make  up  the 
Idea  ;  or  are  fufHcient  to  denominate  any 
Thing  froferly  God.  When  the  Trlnce  of 
Tyre  pretended  to  be  God,  Ezek.  i8.  2.  He 
rhooght  t)f  fomething  more  than  meer  ^Qrnl- 
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nion  to  make  Him  fb.  He  thought  of  Strei^ih 
iavincible,  and  Power  irrefiftible  :  and  God 
was  pleas'd  to  convince  Him  of  his  Folly  and 
Vanity,  not  by  telling  Y^xoi  how  fcanty  his 
^Dominitm  was,  or  how  low  his  Office  \  boc 
how  weak,  frail,  and  periihing  his  Nature  was; 
that  He  was  Man  only^  and  not  God^  v.  %.  9* 
and  Ibould  furely  find  fo  by  the  Event.  When 
the  Lycaonians,  upon  the  iight  of  a  Miracle 
wrought  by  Si.Taul,{kGts  14.  11.)  took  Him 
and  Barnabas  for  Gods ;  They  did  not  think 
much  of  7)ominion,  as  of  Tower ^  and  Ahi- 
iity,  beyond  Human :  And  when  the  Apoftles 
anfwer'd  them,  they  did  not  tell  them  that 
their  dominion  was  only  Human  i  or  that 
their  Office  was  not  divine:,  but  that  they 
had  not  a  divine  Nature :  They  were  weak, 
frail ^  and  feeble  Men  $  of  like  Infirmities  with 
the  reft  of  their  Species,  and  therefore  no 
Gods. 

If  we  trace  the  Scripture-Notion  of  one  that 
is  truly  and  properly  God;  we  lhall  find  it 
made  up  of  thele  feveral  Ideas ;  Infinite  Wifdom, 
Power  invincible,  All-fufficiency,  and  the  like. 
Thefe  are  the  Ground  and  Foundation  of  2)^* 
minmi ;  which  is  but  a  fecondary  Notion,  a  Con- 
fequencc  of  the  Former :  And  it  muft  be  Domi- 
nion Supreme,  and  none  elfe,  which  will  iiiit 
with  the  Scripture-Notion  of  God.  It  is  not 
that  of  a  Governor^  a  Ruler ^  a  TroteBor,  a 
Lord^  or  the  like;  hut  a yJx^^^^ Ruler, an  al- 
mighty Protei^o^^  an  Qmnifeient  and  onmiprejent 

Cover- 
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Governor:  An  eternal,  immutable,  all-inffident 
Creator,  Vre/erver,  and  Trofeifor.  Whatever 
fidls  Aort  of  this,  is  nor  froferly,  in  the  Scri- 
pnnt-Nocion,  God\  but  is  only  called  fb  by 
way  of  Figure;  as  has^  before  been  explained. 
New,  if  you  ask  me  why  the  relative  Terms 
nay  properly  be  applied  to  the  Word  God^  the 
rew>a  is  plain ;  beaiule  there  is  ibmething  rt^ 
lative  in  the  whole  Idea  of  God ;  namely,  the 
DOtioD  of  Governor  J  Troteitor,  8cc.  If  you 
ask  why  they  cannot  fo  properly  be  applied  to  - 
the  Word,  God.  in  the  metafhyjical  Senfe ;  be- 
fide  the  reafbn  before  given,  there  is  another 
as  phun;  bccaufe  Metafhyficks  take  in  only 
fart  of  the  Idea,  confider  the  Nature  ab- 
ftnufted  from  the  Relation^  leaving  the  rela-^ 
true  Part  out. 

From  what  hath  been  faid,  it  may  appear 
how  ufelels  and  infignificant  your  Diftin<^ion 
is,  of  a  Jufreme  and  a  JUbordinate  God.  For, 
not  to  mention  that  this  muft  unavoidably 
ran  you  into  Tolytheifin.  and  bring  you  to 
adert  more  Gods  than  one,  contrary  to  the 
whole  Tenor  of  Holy  Scripture;  which  is 
an  *  infiiperable  Objection  to  your  Hyfo- 
thefis\  I  fay,  not  to  mention  this  at  pre- 
fent,  your  Hyfothefis  is  built  upon  a  fitlfc 
Ground,  as  if  any  thing  could  be  properly  God, 
that  is  not  Supreme.    Sufreme^  in  the  ftriift 

Stt  what  Dr.  Bennet  Ims  very  will  firmed  Hf9n  Mi  Htaiz 
BiCc.  of  tke  H.  Trin.  p.  I7S,  fcc 


Senfe, 
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Scnfet  iuppo(es  for  its  ground  all  the  dlenttai 
Properties  of  one  truly  and  froferly  God,  as 
deicribed  in  Scripture.  Another  God  after  thiSt 
is  no  God\  becaufe  Scripture  makes  but  one\ 
befides  that  an  ^  inferior  God  is  only  God  im^ 
froferfy^  and  fo  called  by  way  of  Figure^  oi 
ia  ibme  particular  refpe<^:  So  that  at  length 
your  famed  Diftindion  of  a  Jupremi  and  JfA^ 
ordinate  God,  refolves  into  a  God.  and  no  God. 
The  Queflion  then*  between  us,  is,  whether 
Chrift  be  God  froperly.  or  improperly  lb  aJl- 
ed  i  that  is,  whether  He  be  God.  or  no.  Your 
Arguments  to  prove  Him  a  fubordinate  God 
oolyt  I  (hall  look  upon  as  fb  many  Arguments 
againft  his  Divinity ;  and  as  defign'd  to  prove 
that  He  is  not  God 

You  cite  Job,  lo.  3^,  36.  If  He  called  them 
Gods,  to  whom  the  word  of  God  came,  and 
Scripture  cannot  be  broken :  Say  ye  of  Himi 
whom  the  Father  bath  fanii^ed^  and  Jent 
into  the  Wwld.  Thou  blafphemeji.  becaufe  1 
faid.  I  am  the  Son  of  God'i  From  hence  you 

^  Nequc  em'm  proximi  erimus  opinionfbus  N^tionum,  qlix  (i 
guando  coguntur  Deum  confitcn,  tamen  Sc  Alios  infra  Ilium  volunt. 
Pivinitas  auccm  gradum  non  babet.  utpote  uoica*  TtrtuU.  adv: 
fifrmog.  c.  7.  p.  i}6.  Deus  non  crit  diccndus,  quia  ncc  creden^ 
dus»  niti  Sua.mum  magnum,  l^Icga  Ocum,  qucni  dicis  deteriorcm. 
TeritilL  Omtr,  Mure,  i.  i ,  C.  (J, 

Qui  fnpcr  fc  habct  Aliqucm  Supcriorcm,  8c  fub  Alrtrnis  p<>^ 
rcQate  eft;  Hie  ncque  Deus,  ocque  Magous  Rex  dici  poteft. 
Irtn,  1.  4.*  c.  a.  p.  a  19. 

ynus  igitur  Omqiuni  Domipus  c(l  Detis.  Neque  enim  ilk  fob* 
liniitas  poteft  habere  Confortcm.  cum  Sola  omtiiizm  tenett  po^ 
tfftarcm.    Cypr.  de  IdoL  Vati.  p.  14.  Oa. 

endea- 
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endeavor  to  prove,  that  Chrift  is^GoJ  in  the 
Jubcrdinate  Senfe  only ;  that  is,  as  I  have  faid^ 
not  froferly  or  truly  God,    But  I  can  fee  no 
manner  of  ground  for  this  Inference  from  the 
Vfox^!^  before  us.    Our  BiefTed  Lord  had  in- 
finuated  that  He  was  really  and  truly  Qo^  \  buc 
had  not  averted  it  in  flain  and  exj^refs  Terms: 
Upon  this  bare  innuendo^  the  Jews  charge  Him 
with  dixc£tBla/phemy :  He  to  evade  their  Ma- 
lice and  to  keep  to  the  Trath,  neither  affirmSt 
nor  denies  that  He  meant  it  in  the  Senie  which 
they  apprehended.  However,  his  Difcourfe  be- 
ing in  general  Ttrms,  and  not  explicite  enough 
to  found  a  charge  of  Blafphemy  upon.  He  ap- 
peals ro  their  Law,  in  order  to  fhow,  that  it  is 
not  ^ways  Bla/phemy,  to  make  on^s  Jilf  God^ 
or  to  apply  the  Title  of  God^  even  to  mortal 
Men,  and  Men  inferior  to  Himfclf,  coniidered 
only  as  Man.    This  was  anfwer  lufHcient  to 
Them ;  who  could  not  from  his  own  Expref^ 
(ions  clearly  convidl  Him  of  meaning  more, 
than  that  He  was  God  in  the  improper  Senfe 
of  the  Word,  as  it  had  been  ufcd,  Tfal.  8t,  6. 
Nevcrthclefs,  He  leaves  the  point  of  his  ©ix/i- 
nity  undecided ;  or  rather,  flill  goes  on  to  in- 
finuate,  in  Words  which  they  could  not  direcS:- 
ly  lay  hold  on,  the  very  Thing  which  they 
charged  Him  with.  This  enraged  them  fb  much 
the  more:   and  therefore  they  again  fought  to 
take  Him,  v.  39.  But  He  e/caped  out  of  their 
Hand.  This  Interpretation  may  fuffice  to  take 
of  the  force  of  your  Argument.    Yet,  the 

Worda 
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Wordis  may  admit  of  other,  and  perhaps  better 
Interpretations,  confiftent  with  the  Prindplcs 
\thich  I  here  maintain  *. 

You  proceed  to  cite  Heb.  i.  8,  9.  and  argod 
thus :  He  who  being  God,  calls  another  his 
God,  and  is  fanSfified  by  Him^  mufi  needs  be 
God  in  a  fubordinate  Senfe\  that  is,  God 
improperly  lb  called,  or  no  God.  To  an  old 
Objection,  I  might  return  an  old  Anlwer,  in  the 
words  of  Hilary,  or  words  to  the  lame  Effcd:. 

fThis  may  fignify  only  his  Subordination,  as 

a  Son,  or  as  God  of  God,  without  any  In- 
*•  feriority  of  Nature.    The  Father  is  his  God, 

as  He  is  God  by  being  begotten  of  Him. 
This  Anfwer  is  dired:  and  full,  upon  the  Sup- 
pofirion  "that  the  Text  cited  is  meant  of  the 
divine  Nature  of  Chrift,  or  of  Chrift  in  his 
higheft  Capacity.  But  if  it  be  meant,  as  \  pro- 
bably it  may,  of  his  human  Nature  only,  there 
is  no  weight  in  the  Objedion. 

As  to  the  Son's  being  fanEiified,  I  Ihould 
hardly  have  thought  it  of  any  Importance  to 
the  Caufe,  had  it  not  been  twice  infilled  on  by 
you.  May  not  the  Father  defign,  appoint, 
conlecrate  his  Son,  confider*d  in  either  Capacity, 
to  the  Office  of  Mediatory  without  fuppofing 
Him  of  a  different  and  inferior  Nature  to  Him  ? 
Or,  fuppofe  the  fan£iifying  may  be  meant  of 

•  Sec  True  Script.  Do^r.  continued,  p.  178* 

t  Ad  Nativitatcm  refcrturj  csetemm  non  pcrimit  Naturamj  & 
idcirco  Dcufi  ejus*  eft,  quia  cx  co  naius  in  Dcum  eft.  Hd.  de 
Jrin.  I.  4*  c.  3f.  p.  848. 

•I  Sec  Dcnnct.  Difcourfc  on  the  Trin.  p.  31,  33,  f^c. 

the 
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the  human  Nature,  which  the  Father  has  faiu^-^ 
fiedt  by  uniting  it  to  the  xiy>i\  what  force 
will  there  remain  in  your  Objection  ?  Having 
anfwer'd  your  Pleas  and  Pretences  for  a  fub^ 
ordinate  God^  I  proceed  to  Ihow  that  Chrift  is 
not  called  God  in  a  fubordinate^  or  improper 
Senfe ;  but  in  the  fame  Senfe,  and  in  as  high  a 
Senfe,  as  the  Father  Himfelf  is  lb  ftiled. 

I.  Becadfe  He  is  called  the  Jehovah,  which 
is  a  word  of  abfilute  Signification*  and  is  the 
incommunicable  Name  of  the  one  true  God. 

*  He  is,  very  probably,  called  Jehovah^  Lufc* 
I.  id,  17.  many  mall  He  (viz.  John  theBaptift) 
turn  to  the  Lord  their  God.  and  He  lhall  go 
before  Him.  The  DoiSor  owns  that,  in  Jlril^' 
nefs  of  Conftrudion.  the  \foi6&{jthe  Lord  their 
God)  muft  be  underftood  of  Chrift.  And  there- 
fore Chrift  is  Lord  God,  or  Jehovah  Elohim^ 
which  comes  to  the  (ame« 

He  is  likewife  called  the  Lord  God  of  the 
Prophets,  as  appears  from  Rev.  iz.  6.  com- 
pared with  'V.  16.  of  the  fame  Chapter.  This 
may  be  farther  confirmed  by  comparing  the 
Texts  following. 

*  See  this  Text  excellent^  dtfendtd  itnd  iiiujlratid  in  Tru« 
Scripture  Do^r.  continu'di  f,  131,  1331  &ct 
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Of  old  hajl  thou  laid 
the  Foundation  of  the 
Earth,  Pi!  lox.  25.&C. 
Addrefi'd  to  the  Je- 
hovah 

And  the  Lord  (Je- 
hovah) faid  unto  me: 
Cajl  it  unto  the  Tot- 
ter;  a  goodly  price 
that  I  was  prifed  at 
of  them,  Zcch.  1 1.  ix. 

They  Jhall  look  on 
me  (Jehovah  fpeakiog 
by  the  Prophet)  whom 
they  have  perced, 
Zech.  II.  10. 

The  Voice  of  Him 

that  crieth  in  the  fVil- 

dernefs.frep^are ye  the 

way  of  the  Lord  (  Je- 
hovah) 1^40.3. 

The  Lord  faid,  I 

wiU  have  mercy  on  the 

Houfe  of  Judah,  and 

will  fave  them  by  the 

Lord  (Jehovah)  their 

God,  Hof.1.7. 

a  5fe  Surcnhufii  Conciliation,  in  loc.  f.Coo, 
b  Surcnhuf.  in  loc.  f.  280. 

c  Surcnhuf.  in  hlAtt.^.  5.  p.  20J.  I  refer  to  this  Author,  U  oB- 
Ttate  the  pretence,  that  th/e  Texts  mighi  be  anderficod,  only  ly  t^ay 
tf  AcconimodatioQ. 

I  bare 


» Thou  Lord,  in  the 
beginning  hajl  laid  the 
Foundations  of  the 
Earth,  Hcb.i.io. 

^Then  was  fulfilled. 
That  which  was  jpo- 
ken^  dec   Mattfa.  x;. 

Another  Scripture 
faith.  They  Jhall  look 
on  Him  (  Jefus  Chrift) 
whom  they  have  pier^ 
ced,  Joh.19.37. 

"^The  Voice  of  one 
crying  in  the  Wilder- 
nefs,  prepare  ye  the 
way  of  the  Lord,  Mar. 
I.  3. 

 is  born  in  the 

City  e?/ David,  a  Sa- 
viour,  which  is  Chrijl. 
the  Lord,  Luk-i.  ii- 


C^u.  III.       ofjhme  Q^tJERlES;  J9 

I  have  produced  the  Texts  again,  in  order 
to  take  notice  of  the  vety  peculiir  way,  which 
you  haVe  of  feTiiding.  It  is  your  avowed  Prin- 
ciple, that  Chrift  is  not  'Jehovah  in  his  own 
Period,  (/.i4.)  and  elfewhere:  and  that  the 
Terjbn  called  Jehovah  is  the  Father  only. 
What  then  muft  be  faid  to  rhele  Texts,  which 
arc  fo  very  plain  and  exprels  to  the  contrary ; 
infbrauch  that  ♦  Dr.  Clarke  Himfclf  owns,  that 
the  name  Jehovah  is  given  to  that  vifiblii 
^erfon  (meaning  Chrift)  who  appeared  as  re-- 
frefenting  the  Terfon  of  the  invijible  Godt 
He  does  not  (ay,  it  was  given  to  the  Perfoil 
reprefented  only,  but  to  the  Perfon  reprefent-^ 
ing  alfb ;  which  you  fecm  to  deny.  But  yoti 
confound  your  lelf  with  your  f  own  Comment 

upon  Hof.  1.7.  {Jehovah  would  fdve  them 

by  Jehovah  their  God)  That  is,  fay  you,  that 
Jehovah  himfilf  would  fave  them,  but  not 
his  own  Terfon.    Well  then  ;  it  is  by  anothef 
Terfon,  which  Terfon  the  Text  exptefly  calls 
Jehovah. 

Upon  Zech,  I^.  lo.comparM  with  y^?/^  19.37. 
you  Comment  thus  {p.'^Ci)  The  Sufferings  of 
Chrift  might  well  be  called  the  Sufferings  of 
Jehovah,  being  pierced  in  Effigie  in  his  Soh^ 
who  is  the  exprefs  linage  of  his  TerfoH. 
What  a  fanciful  Turn  is  here,  raeerly  to  elud6 
the  force  of  plain  Scripture.  Say  rather,  that 
fincc  Chrift  is  the  Effigies^  the  exprefs  Imagi 
of  the  Father^  He  might  juftly  be  called  Je- 

F  %  hovalj^ 
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hovab,  which  indeed  He  is,  as  well  as  the  Fa- 
ther.   I  /hall  dwell  no  longer  on  fo  clear  and 
indifpurable  a  Point.    What  you  hint,  that  the 
Father  and  Son  cannot  Both  be  Jehovah,  or  as 
you  exprefs  ir,  one  individual  Being,  meaning 
one  Terjon^  is  hardly  deferving  Notice ;  becaufe 
it  is  nothing  but  playing  with  the  word  indi- 
vidual ;  and  difputing  againfl:  no  Body :  either 
rake  the  wprd  in  our  Senfe  of  it,  or  pretend 
not  that  you  oppofe  us.    It  has  been  obferved 
above,  that  Antiquity  is  every  where  fall  and 
exprefs  in  this  Matter ;  never  queftioning,  but 
conftantly  affcrting,  that  the  Son  \%  Jehovah  \ 
and  fb  called,  in  Scripture,  in  his  own  ^erjbn, 
and  in  his  own  right,  as  Coejfential Son  of  God. 
The  next  Thing  which  I  have  to  obferve,  is, 
that  Jehovah  is  a  word  of  abfolute  Significa- 
tion.   The  relative  Terms  do  not  fuit  with 
it,  as  with  the  other.    We  do  not  read  my  Je- 
hovah, or  your  Jehovah,  or  the  Jehovah  of 
Ifrael\  as  is  pertinently  remarked  by  a  learned 
*  Gentleman;  and  the  lame  Gentleman  obferves, 
that  it  is  fomctimes  rendered  by  ©eo^,  or  God: 
from  whence  we  may  juft  rake  notice,  by  the 
way,  that  the  word  ©co^,  or  God,  in  Scripture, 
is  not  always,  perhaps  very  rarely,  a  meer  re- 
lative Word.  That  Jehovah  is  a  Word  of  ab- 
folute Signification,  expreffing  God,  as  He  is, 
may  be  proved,  both  from  f  Scripture  it  fclf, 

*  The  True  Script.  Dodlr.  of  rbe  Trin.  continued,  p.  1 34. 
f  See  this  frovtJ  in  the  Appendix  to  the  Confidcrations  en  Mr» 
Wliiaon  /  Hijkr.  tref.  p.  lOl. 

and 
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aod  cfac  ^  Authorities  of  the  bed  Criticks  in  this 
Cafe,  What  you  have  to  objed:  againft  (r,  fhaU 
be  here  examioed,  with  all  conveoient  Brevity, 
f  You  make  the  Import  of  the  Name  Jehovah 
fo5e,  giving  Being  to  (i.e.  Performing)  his 
Tromijes.  For  Reafons  bed  known  to  your 
Sett;  you  dip  over  Exod.  3.  v.  14,  15.  which 
nri^c  probably  give  us  the  mod  Light  into  the 
Idatter ;  and  chufe  to  found  all  your  Reafbo- 
ings  upon  Exod.6.z,  ^c.  an  obicure  Place, 
on  which  you  have  made  almod  as  obfcure  a 
Comment.  The  Words  are,  /  am  the  Lord 
(Jehovah)  and  I  appeared  unto  Abraham,  unto 
liaac,  and  unto  Jacob,  by  the  Name  of  God 
Almighty  (El  Shaddai)  but  by  my  Name  Je- 
hovah, was  I  not  known  unto  them. 

You  do  not,  I  prefiime,  ib  underdand  this 
Text,  as  if  this  was  the  fird  Time  that  God  re- 
vealed Himlelf  by  the  Name  Jehovah.  That 
He  had  done  before,  Exod.  3.  14.  And  even 
long  before  That,  to  Abram,  Gen.  ij-  7.  And 
Abram  had  addrefs'd  Him,  under  that  Name, 
fboner.  Gen.  1$.%.  Nay,  it  may  be  run  up  yet 
higher,  even  to  Adam  and  Eve^  Gen.4.  i.^. 

Your  meaning  therefore,  I  (uppofe,  mud  be, 

*  Su  thi  Authorities  cited  in  thi  feeond  Part  of  thi  Confidcrarions 
tin  Jsmo  Author ^  p.  i,       And  referr*d  to  in  True  Scripture 


^  M.  Le  Clerc  thinks  that  mH  this  may  bo  folved  by  a  Prolepfis. 
Com.  in  Exod.  3.  v.  ij*.  To  which  it  is  Jufficient  to  Anfwen  that  it 
wusy  ho  cthorwifo  i  and  that  it  is  highly  imfrobablo,  that  Mo  fes,  who 
was  particularly  careful  not  to  introduce  the  Name  of  Abraham  and 
Sarah,  htfore  the  proper  Time,  fhould  not  be  as  careful  tn  refpeA  of  a 
mm  vfmrable  Hornet  the  Name  of  God  Hitn/elf 
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that  God  bad  given  many  Inftances  of  bif 
fPower  before,  conformable  to  his  Name  El 
Sbaddai :  But  now.  He  was  to  give  tbem  In^ 
ftances  of  bis  Veracity  and  Conjtancy  in  fer^ 
farming  Tromifes^  conformable  to  bi$  Nan}« 
Jehovah.  This,  I  think,  either  is,  or  ihould 
be  your  Scqfe  of  this  obfcure  Paffa^,  That 
it  is  not  the  true  Senfe  of  the  Plaa^i  is  next  to 
be  ihown. 

I. It  appears  to  be  a  very  drained  and  remote 
Interpretation.  The  primary  Signification  of 
Jehovah,  is  Being,  by  your  own  Confe/Iion, 
and  as  all  know,  that  know  any  thing :  and  the 
ip3o(l  obvious  reafbn  of  the  Name,  is,  that  God 
js  Being  it  felf  neceflarily  exifting,  indepen- 
dent, immutable,  always  the  fame;  According 
to  that  of  Mai.  3.6.  I  am  the  Lord  (Jehovah) 
I  change  not.  After  this,  in  the  natural  Order, 
He  may  be  confidered  as  the  Fountain  of  Be- 
ing,  or  giving  Being  to  all  other  Things :  So 
that  thid  (ccms  but  a  fecondary  Notion  of  Je- 
hovah. Yours  is  more  remote  ftill :  it  is  giving 
Being,  not  to  the  World,  to  Angels,  or  to 
Men;  But  to  Words  and  Tromifes^  that  is, 
fulfilling  Them.  And  this  metaphorical  Senfe 
of,  giving  Being,  you  would  put  upon  us,  for 
the  proper  and  Jpecial  Import  of  the  Name 
Jehovah,  exprefllng  Being.  Who  does  not  fee 
that  this  is  (trained  abd  Far  ferch'd  ? 

2.  The  Reafon  which  you  aflign  fbr  this 
Interpretation,  is  as  lame  as  the  Interpretation 
it  felf    Xiod ,  it  fcems  >  Was  now  coming  to 
^  {ulfii 
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fulfil  the  fn^amife  «r^4* /t?  Abraham ;  and  thcrc- 
foieitminds  his  People  of  the  Name  Jehavah\ 
iiiDporring  one  Aithful  and  pundual  to  his 
Vflid  Boc  what  if  Jehovah  Ihouid  import 
OK  ittmml  and  immutable  God ,  the  fame 
j^iay^  to  day^  and  for  ever ;  might  not  the 
Cbafideratioti  thereof  be  very  proper  to  raife 
in  Men's  Nlinds  the  greateft  Confidence  and 
Aflbrance  imaginable,  that  He  ihouid  ne?er  &il 
ofiBiWord  ? 

}.  Bciides,  what  Account  wifl  you  give  of 
mny  other  Places  of  Scripture,  where  God  re- 
ni&ds  his  People,  that  He  is  Jehovah  %  and 
vbcre  there  is  no  Reference  at  all,  to  fromifes. 
crtbcHke  ? 

Thus,  in  this  very  Chapter,  Exod.  6.  I 
mtbe  iMrd:  (Jehovah)  fpeak  tijou  unto 
Pharaoh  King  of  Egypt  all  that  I  fay  nnto 
Ihe.  Again ;  Againft  all  the  Gods  Egypt, 
Iwill  execute  Judgment:,  I  am  Jehovah, 
Exod  IX.  IX-  None  of  you  Jhall  aff  roach  to 

aj  that  is  near  of  Kin  to  Him  1  am 

Jehovah,  Lev.  18. 6.  /  am  the  Lord  (Jehovah) 
that  is  my  Name,  and  my  Glory  will  I  not 
gm  to  another ;  neither  my  f  raife  to  graven 
Images^  If  42. 8.  ♦many  more  Places  of  like 
nature  might  be  cited.  But  I  chufe  to  refer  you 
to  a  Concordance  for  them.  What  I  intend  from 

•  Monf.  Le  Qcrc,  n%9n  th§  Thce^  enje/titors  if  ^irk  and  Suh^ 
tUiy  f§  turn  ftveral  PaJfMges,  wherein  tht  Jehovah  is  mention'd^  to  m§ 

CrtUmUr  Senfti  m  favQur     ti,i  Sabellians.   ^ut  thmt  Author,  jniil 
I  Manner  «r«         htom^  snd  with  whM  Byafs  he  writes*  The 
%tfj  Hfieaecei  which  He  hiti^*  are  emeetgh  te  ten^te  Him, 

F  4  i\\crtt 
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them  is  this ;  that  if  your's  be  the  trae  Account 
of  the  fpccial  Import  of  the  Name  Jehovah^  it 
will  be  hard  to  find  any  Senfe,  or  Pertinency 
in  thofe ,  or  other  frequent  Repetitions  of  it. 
But  underftanding  the  Word,  as  it  has  been  ge^ 
nerally  underftood  by  Perfons  of  the  greateft 
Learning  and  Judgment,  all  is  clear ^  pertinent, 
and  confiftent.  \ 

But,  you  will  fay,  why  then  does  God  fb 
particularly  take  notice,  that  by  his  name  Je- 
hovah^ He  was  not  known  \o  Abraham^  I faac, 
and  Jacobs  Exod.  6.  3.  Did  not  they  know 
Him,  and  worlhip  Him,  as  the  true,  eternal, 
independent,  immutable  God,  the  Creator  of 
all  Things  ?  Yes,  certainly  they  did,  and  un- 
der the  Name  Jehovah  too ;  and  probably  un- 
derftood the  import  of  it.    The  moft  probable 
Solution  of  the  whole  Difficulty  is  this;  that 
the  Words,  in  the  latter  part  of  the  Text, 
ought  to  be  underftood  by  way  of  Interro- 
gation, thus :  But  by  my  name  Jehovah,  was 
I  not  alfo  known  unto  themi  That  great 
and  venerable  Name,  which  cxpreftcs  more 
than  El'Shaddai^   or  any  other  Name,  and 
which  I  have  chofen  for  my  memorial  to  all 
Generations.? 

If  you  pleafe  to  confult  the  Criticks^  you 
will  find  this  Intcrprcration  fupported  by  luch 
Reafons  as  will  bear  Examining.  It  has  been 
obferved  by  the  Learned,  that  fome  of  the  Greek 
Writers  read  the  Words,  to  mfjLx  jua,  Kv/n®^ , 
f^Ac?(rct  auToTf.   That  is,  tny  namfy  Jehovah,  / 

m^de 
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made  known  unto  them ;  which  Interpretation 
is  Jiiewife  favoured  by  the  Arabick  Verjitm. 
Tkt^  at  leaftt  we  may  fay ;  that  from  a  Pal^ 
£^  ib  obfcnre*  and  capable  of  feveral  Con- 
fkaO&xms^  no  certain  Argument  can  be  drawn, 
fcr  the  fpecial  import  of  the  Word  Jehovah^ 
io  oppontion  to  the  bed  Criticks  in  the  Lan- 
goage,  whether  Antient  or  Modern.  Now,  to 
rdiime  the  Thread  of  our  Argument ;  fince  it 
appears  that  Chrift  is,  in  his  own  proper  Per- 
foe,  called  Jehovah^  a  Word  of  abloiute  Signi- 
fication, exprefling  the  divine  Nature  or  Ef^ 
fence  \  it  muft  follow  that  He  is  God^  (Iricaiy 
fo  called ;  and  not  in  the  relative  or  im^rofer 
Senfe,  as  is  pretended. 

This  will  appear  ferther.  if  it  be  confider'd 
that  Jehovah  is  the  incommunicable  Name  of 
the  one  true  God.  This  may  be  proved  from 
♦feveral  Texts,  which  I  fhaJl  only  point  to  in 
the  Margin ;  referring  you  to  f  a  learned  Author, 
who  has  abundantly  made  good  the  Aflertion. 
I  may  remark  that  this  and  the  foregoing  Ob- 
fervation  ferve  to  fupport  and  confirm  each 
other:  For,  if  Jehovah  fignify  the  eternal 
immutable  God,  it  is  manifefl  that  the  Name 
is  incommunicable^  fince  there  is  but  one  God ; 
and  if  the  Name  be  incommunicable^  then  Je- 
hovah can  fjgnify  nothing  but  that  one  God  to 
whom,  and  to  whom  only^  it  is  applied.  And 

^  Ezod.  3.  14»  If.   Deut.  ^6.  17, 18.  Pfal.  83.  18.  If.  42«S« 
Hofea  It.  5. 

f  %i  Lettor  JTP  tbiAuthur  9f  /AfHiftory  of  Montaoifm*  f.  5.  Sec 

if 


if  both  tliefe  Parts  be  true,  and  it  be  trae  like- 
wife,  that  this  Natne  is  applied  to  Chrift ;  the 
C^Qufequeoce  is  irrefiftible,  that  Chrift  is  the 
iame  one  God ;  oot  the  iame  Perfbn  with  the 
father,  to  whom  alfo  the  Name  JebaxMb  is 
accfibuted,  but  the  fame  Sukfiance^  the  iame 


fcvealed  to  be  more  Perfons  than  one.  So 
much  for  my  firft  Argument  to  prove  that 
ihe  Word»  Gad^  when  applied  to  the  Father  and 
iSoo>^  in  Saipture,  does  not  bear  a  double  Mean* 
Wgp  one  fr^per^  and  the  other  im/r^/tfr;  but 
Is  to  be  underftood  in  one  and  the  fame  trui 
afid  praper  Scnle,  in  refpedt  of  Both. 

a.  My  fcqoiid  Argument  for  it  fliall  be 
ftom  jfohu  I.  !•  purfuant  to  the  Words  of  the 
Query,  In  the  ieginning  was  the  Word,  snd 
Word  was.  with  Goal  and  the  Word  was 
^dd,  Y.  I.  Ml  Things  were  made  by  Htm,  &c. 
V.  3.  Here,  we  find  the  Son  cxprefly  called 
Gad:  and  the  only  quedion  i%  whether  in  a 
proper^  or  improper  Senle.  The  Circumftances 
of  the  place  mud  determine  us  in  this  Enquiry. 
Here  arc  Three  Marks  to  dircdl  us  how  to 
iibrn>  a  Judgment,  i.  The  word  Qwy  God, 
is  ufed  iu  a  proper  Senfe  in  the  very  fame 
Yerfe.  X,  The  word  wzsGod  in  the  Beginnings 
lhat  is»  before  the  Creation.  3.  The  WorJk  of 
Creatioo  is  attributed  to  Him^ 

I  (ay,  firft,  the  word  0w,  God^  is  once 
ufcdt  in  ^proper  Senfe,  in  the  very  feme  Verfc, 
1  bavQ  beCoie  ihowo,,  thojc  cUe  prcrcvdicd  re/s^ 
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five  Scofe  is  only  an  imj^roj^er  and  figurativt 
Soife  of  the  WQrd  G^A,  acf^ordtng  to  the  Scri^ 
ptoie-NotioQ  of  it;  and  therefore,  certainty, 
Thar  eapnot  be  the  meaning  of  it  here,  beings 
app^'ed  to  the  Father^  who,  without  cHfpute^ 
isfr§ferly  God.  Befides,  that  fince  ®t\i  in  the 
Seffuagmt  is  frequently  the  rendering  of  Je^ 
bivab.  as  you  oaay  readily  fee  by  turning  to 
fnrnmim^s  CMcerdsnee ;  and  fince  St.  Jehu^ 
Himfelf  follows  that  rendering,  as  you  may  o1>- 
fere  by  comparing,  Joh.6.^j.  with//? 54. 13, 
we  may  jreafonab^  think  that  •  in  thib 

Text,  is  of  the  feme  Signification  with  Jebe- 
vab:  which  is  a  ikrther  proof  that  it  is  to  be 
undeffteod  abfilutely,  and  not  relatiwfy, 
you  ecrm^  it,  or  as  I,  impr$ferfy.  If  therefor^ 
t4!e  ward  God,  be  once  ufed  by  St.  ^olm 
in  the  firifi  and  ^roj^er  Senie ;  How  can  wfe 
im^hie  that  immediately  after,  in  the  very  lame 
Verfe,  He  ihould  ufe  the  iame  Word  in  a  Senfo 
very  diflferent  from  that  of  the  former  ?  You 
remark,  that  the  Article  is  prefixed  befbrt 
Qiou  in  ^«  Abjblute  Confirulfidn,  when  Jpokeh 
of  the  Father  \  but  omitted  when  predicated 
of  the  Aoyk  But  if  the  want  of  the  Article  be 
fiiffiqcnt  to  prove  that  Qod,  when  applied 
to  the  Word,  is  of  a  different  meaning ;  by  the 
fame  Argument  you  might  prove  that  the  famis 
word,  without  an  Article,  in  no  lefs  thad 
four  places  more  of  this  Chapter  f  v.  6.  i x ,  1 3 .  r  8 .) 
is  not  to  be  underftood  of  the  i>ne  true  God. 
I  cannot  help  thinking  a  remark  7r/jl?/»J,  which 

iignifici 
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figoifies  fb  little,  as  cither  to  prove  too  much, 
«r  to  prove  DOthiDg.  Could  you  Ihow  that 
without  the  Article,  was  always  taken  in 
a  relative^  or  improper  Scnfe,  you  would  do 
(bmething.  All  that  you  attempt  to  ihow,  is, 
that  0  0eo$  is  no  where,  in  the  new  Teftament, 
predicated  of  the  fVord^  in  an  abfolute  Con- 
(hrudion:  And  what  if  it  is  not?  Then,  it  is 
not :  For,  that  is  all  you  can  make  of  it.  (dw 
without  the  Article  in  many  Places,  confefled* 
ly,  means  as  much  as  ©eo$  with  the  Article; 
which  is  enough  for  our  purpofc.  Or,  admi^ 
ting  that  there  is  (bme  realbn  and  figniiicancy 
in  it,  that  the  Son  is  not  (liled  o  ®m  in  an  ab- 
folute Condrudion,  but  that  the  Title  is  gene- 
rally referved  to  the  Father,  as  the  Title,  o  naiifp ; 
all  that  it  iignifies,  is,  that  the  iirft  Perlon 
of  the  Holy  Trinity  is  eminently  diftinguilh'd 
by  an  Article;  but  not  that  the  Addition,  or 
the  Omiflion,  of  an  Article  makes  any  Altera- 
tion in  the  Senfe  of  the  word  Q>u^.  You  fay, 
that  three  of  the  mofi  learned  Ante-Nicene 
Greek  Fathers  infift  upon  this  Remark  , 
about  the  Article.    *  Clemens  of  Alexandria^ 

^Cleni.  Alex.  Strom,  p.  $48.  £J.  Ox.  Clemens  dots  not  nrnh 
bis  Remark  on  Joh.  i .  1 .  nor  does  He  mention,  that  the  Article  is  fat 
to  difitnguijk  the  FMther*s  Sufereminent  dignity  of  Naturo  mhovo  the 
Soni  As  your  Reader  ^  or  perhafsyour  Self,  might  imagine.  His  defignwas 
onfy  to  prove,  againjl  Tatian,  that  the  True  God  {and  not  the  DevU) 
•mas  the  Author  of  Conjugal  Procreation  i  for  which  Ho  cites  Gen. 
4.  25,  abferving,  that  ^to^  in  that  Place  has  the  Article  0  before  it: 
and  therefore  muft  he  under  flood  of  the  True  God,  the  mrrtt^roff  i 
Sy  the  very  fame  Rule,  Chrift  mufi  Se  True  God,  in  the  fame  Senfe, 
mording  to  Clemens,   i^e  is  #  Gih.  See  p.  7i«        ifi^  t;^^ 

*  Ori^en 
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*  Origen,  and  \Eu/ebius.  Bat  what  do  they 
gather  from  it,  or  what  do  they  mean  by  it? 
Do  they  mean  that  the  Son  is  not  God  in  th^ 
proper  Senie  ?  nothing  like  it.  Do  they  mean 
that  the  Article  can  never  be  properly  applied 
when  the  Son  is  ipoken  of,  or  that  the  Scripture 
obierves  it  as  an  invariable  Rule  ?  That  does 
not  appear,  but  rather  the  Contrary:  For, 
they  underftood  many  Texts  of  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment,  where  ®ios  occurs  with  the  Article,  of 
Chrift,  as  may  appear,  in  fbme  meafure,  from 
the  Texts  before  laid  down;  and  might  be 
more  amply  fet  forth  by  other  Evidence,  were 
any  needful  in  fb  clear  a  Cafe. 

The  Truth  of  the  whole  Matter  is,  the  Title 
of  0  Qtosy  being  underdood  in  the  fame  Senfe 
with  AuTo5€o^,  was,  as  it  ought  to  be,  general- 
ly refer ved  to  the  Father,  as  the  diftingui/hing 
perfonal  Charadler  of  the  firfl  Perfbn  of  the 
Holy  Trinity.  And  this  amounts  to  no  more 
than  the  Acknowledgement  of  the  Father's  Pre- 
rogative, as  Father.  But  as  it  might  alfb  fignify 
any  Perfon  who  is  truly  and  efTentially  God,  it 
might  properly  be  applied  to  the  Son  too :  and 
it  is  fo  applied  fometimes,  tho'  not  fb  often  as 
it  is  to  the  Father.    However,  it  is  hardly 

4;6«  832.  Mnd  hkiwtfi  h  murtfc^Ttff,  p.  i;;*  Sii  sdfo  p.  148. 
647- 

*  In  Joh*  p.  46.  Origen  nuans  no  tmri  than  that  thi  T/uher  is 
Avri^i^t  Cod  Mnoriginnted\  thg  Son,  God  of  God. 

t  £cc).  Tbeol.  1.  t.c,  17.  Euicbius  makes  no  farther  ufe  of  the 
Obftrvation  than  to  frovot  agamfl  Marcellus»  that  tho  A0y^  //  « 
difihUi  real  Ferfon  i  and  not  thi  Father  Wmftlf* 

worth 
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worth  the  \*^hile  to  d{l|)a«  this  Point.  The 
Sdiii  and  Subflance  of  ail  is,  that  ^the  Father 
is  abjblutely,  add  minentl^  (tiled  o  (S>tU,  as 
the  Fountain  df  all;  the  Son  em,  God  of  God^ 
which  is  fdffidtnt  t<J  our  putpofe.  You  ob- 
frrve  (/.  that  the  LXXII  have  ®m  with- 
oot  the  Article,  Wherever  metition  is  made  of 
Qod,  in  what  ybu  call  the  fftbordinate  Senle* 
The  Inference  I  ihould  draw  from  thence,  is, 
that  when  ®v»  has  the  Article  prefixed,  the 
fkpteme  God  is  meant  thereby.  By  this  Rule, 
if  the  concurrent  Senfc  of  the  AHte-Nicem 
Writers  be  of  any  force  or  weight  with  you, 
our  Difpute  would  be  at  an  end.  For  they  ap- 
ply innumerible  Texts,  wherein  0eo^  occurs 
with  the  Article,  to  out  Saviour  Chrift.  But  if 
you  flight  their  Authorities,  yet  I  prefiune  you 
Will  be  concluded  by  the  infpired  Writers,  who 
apply  fome  Texts  of  the  Old  Teftamcnt,  which 
have  Qhc$  with  the  Article,  to  our  BlefTed 
Ldrd.  Coiftpare 


Numb. XI.  5,  6.  7. 
Ifa.        IX,  23. 


I  Cor.  10.  9. 

t  Rom.  14. 11. Thil.  X.  t6. 
I  had  almoft  forgot  to  take  notice  of  one 
pretence  more  you  have,  far  the  fubordinate 
Senfe  of  ©eJ^,  in  "Job.  i.  r.  You  word  it  thuS, 
{p.j^i.)  He  who  is  God,  and  at  the  fame  time 
iS  with  God  who  begat  Him,  muft  needs  be 
Cod  in  a  different  meaning ;  unlefs  the  fame 

*  Sn  tins  mort  fnlly  explmn'd  £nd  HluftrMitd  in  Dr.  Fiddes  /  Body 
t)f  Divinity,  Vol.  i.  p.  383,  &o  mtd  397,  «vC. 
+  Vid.  Surcnbuf.  Coaciliatiaii.  p.  5 it. 

God 
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w§d  €§uld  he  with  H\n&\f.         To  this  it  is 
:adi]y  aolwer'd,  that  beinc  with  God  is  th« 
line  as  being  wUh  the  Father^  (Comp.  i  Joh. 
.  x)  who  is  God,  and  eminently  fo  ftiledt 
ciag  firft  in  Order  ^.    If  he  Were  not  always 
rich  HiiDt  and  iofeparable  from  Him,  He  cocdd 
CK  be  God  in  a  frofer  Senfe.    God  and  God» 
r  God  of  God,  fuppoies  two  Terjbns  \  and 
leitfore  there  is  no  Foundation  for  the  Ob«- 
:dioQ  of  the  Son's  being  with  Himfelf.  Hatr«* 
ngthus  endeavored  to  dbviate  your  Exceptions^ 
now  proceed  in  the  Proof  of  my  Pofition. 
Che  IVord  is  here  (^Joh.  i.  i.)  laid  to  have 
)eeQ  God  in  the  Beginnings  that  is,  before  the 
^re^tion ;  from  whence  it  is  farther  probable 
hat  He  is  God^  in  the  ftri£i  and  frofer  Senle. 
rhis  Circumfiance  may  at  lead  be  fuffidenc  to 
ronvince  you,  that  the  relative  Senic,  which 
jfou  contend  for,  is  not  applicable.    He  could 
bave  no  Relation  to  the  Creatures  before 
they  were  made ;  no  Dominion  over  them  when 
they  were  not:  And  therefore  could  not  be 
God  in  the  Senfe  of  Dominion,  or  Office.  Buc 
what  mod  of  all  demonftratcs  the  Word  to  be 
here  called  God  in  the  proper  Senfe,  is,  that 
the  Creation  of  all  Things  is  alcribed  to  Him. 

♦  Thtre  it  no  tnconfiftencj  in  adnutttng  «  Vfiority  Oritr%  ami  ^tt 
inymg  she  San  to  bo  God  in  fubordinacc,  or  improper  Senfo*  Tntre 
$fss  €  Priority  of  Order ,  in  refftH  of  Adam  And  Seth:  Mni  yei 
Spth  SMI  not  Man  in  a  fuhordioatc  Senfo»  but  in  the  fame  Senfe 
4s  Adam  was.  1  ufe  not  the  SimUtude,  Mi  if  it  -mould  unftoer  in 
ether  rrfft^i\  but  it  may  ferve  fo  far,  to  iUuftrate  my  meaning  i 
lohtch  is  fufficient.    See  fixpofiu  Fida  attributed  to  Judia.  Marc« 
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Creation  is  an  indiTputable  Mark  of  the  me 
true  God ;  the  *  diftinguifliing  Charader  by 
which  He  was  to  be  known,  and  for  which  He 
was  to  be  reverenc'd  above  all  Gods ;  and  on 
f  Account  of  which.  He  claims  to  Himfelf  all 
Homage,  Worihip,  and  Adoration.  But  of  this 
I  ihall  have  occanon  to  fay  more  hereafter,  and 
therefore  fhall  difmifs  it  for  the  prefent.  I  muft 
not  forget  to  add,  that,  befides  what  I  have  here 
urged,  by  virtue  alio  of  what  hath  been  proved 
wider  Query  the  firfl,  I  may  come  at  my  Con- 
clufion.  For,  no  Queflion  can  be  made  but 
that  the  Word  is  called  God,  by  St.  John^  in  a 
higher  Senfe  than  any  nominal  God  can  pre- 
tend to.  And  therefore,  fince  He  is  not  ex- 
cluded with  the  nominal  Gods,  He  is  included 
and  comprehended  in  the  one  fupreme  God; 
and  confequently,  is  coeternal  and  coefTential 
with  the  Father.  Enough  hath  been  faid  in 
Vindication  of  the  Argument  contained  in  this 
Query :  and  fo  now  1  return  it  upon  you,  fland- 
ing  in  full  force ;  and  expe(3:ing  a  more  com* 
pleat,  and  more  latisfa(3:ory  Anfwer. 

•  Jerem.  lo.  ii.  f  Rc?.  4.  io«  11. 


QUER^ 


iu.  IV.       of  fame  (QUERIES. 


Query.  IV. 

Xyhether  ^  fup^ojing  the  Scripure-Notion  of 
God  to  be  no  more  than  that  of  the  Au- 
thor and  Governor  of  the  ^niverfe^  or 
whatever  it  be  ^  the  admitting  of  Ano- 
ther to  be  Author  and  Governor  of  the 
tJniver/e,  be  not  admitting  another  God; 
contrary  to  the  Texts  before  cited  from 
llaiah ;  and  aljo  to  If.  42.  8.-*48.  11.  where 
He  declares^  He  will  not  give  his  Glory  to 
Another  ? 

^TT'OtJR  Anfwer  is  (/.4i.)  Sufpojtng  the 
\  revealed  Senfe  of  the  Wordy  God^  to 
mfty  Dominion*  and  that  He  is  the  Author 
md  Governor  of  the  Univerfe,  the  admitting 
a  Second  Perfon,  diftinB  from  the  one  fupreme 
(^od.  to  be  Author  and  Governor,  doth  by  no 
means  tontradiif  the  Tajfages  cited  from 
Ifaiah,  or  any  Other,  or  introduce  two  Gods, 
viz.  two  fupreme  Beings,  or  Ter/bns.  Give 
me  leave  to  produce  the  Texts  of  Ifaiah  once 
more ;  and  to  place  others  in  an  oppofite  Co- 
lumn to  them,  only  mutatis  mutandis,  putting 
Author  and  Governor  of  the  Ijniver/e  in- 
rtead  of  the  Word,  God ;  which*  with  you, 
smounts  to  the  lame. 
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/  am  the  Lord,  and 
there  is  none  elfe\ 
there  is  no  Author  and 
Governor  of  the  Uni- 
verfc  hejides  me^{.  45.5. 

Is  there  an  Author 
and  Governor  of  the 
Univerfe  bejides  me? 
yea^  there  is  no  Au- 
thor, ®r.  bcfides  me, 


The  Word  was  Au- 
thor and  Governor  of 
the  Univcrfc,  Joh.i.i. 

Chrijl  came^  who  is 
over  aU\  Author  and 
Governor  of  tfic  Uni- 
verfc,  biejjed  fbf  ever^ 
Rom.  9.  5'. 


I  hope  you  fee  plainly  how  thcXcxtSt  in 
the  two  oppofite  Columns,  confront  and  ^yn- 
tradid  each  other;  and  that  two  Authors,  akd 
Governors  of  the  Vniverjfe,  v/hom  you'ibp- 
pofe  two  diftin<ft  feparate  Beings,  are' as  plainly 
two  Gods,  as  if  it  were  laid  fo  in  Terms.  JFor, 
indeed  there's  no  Difference  more  than  that  of 
putting  the  T>ejinition  for  the  Thing  defined. 
But  you  have  an  Evafion  after ;  That  They  arc 
not  two  fujpreme  Beings,  And  what  if  They 
are  not  ?  Arc  They  not  ftili  two  Authors  and 
Governors  of  the  Univerfc?  And  is.  not  every 
fuch  Author  and  Governor,  by  your  own  Ac- 
count, a  God  ?  This  pretence  then  comes  too 
late.  Or  admitting  that  Supreme  muft  be  add- 
ed to  Author  and  Governor,  to  make  a  true 
Definition  of  God;  then  Author  and  Go- 
vernor of  the  Univerje ,  without  Supreme^ 
is  not  fufficient  to  denominate  a  Perlbn  God; 

and 
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and  lb  you  ungod  the  Second  Pcrfbn ;  and  what 
yoD  gave  with  one  Hand,  you  take  away  with 
the  orhen 

Wfaac  you  ihoald  have  ^id,  is,  (for  it  is 
what  you  really  mean)  that  there  arc  two 
Gods ;  one  Sufremey  and  the  other  Subordi^ 
nate :  Which  being  a  Propofition  utterly  re- 
pi^aoc  to  the  Texts  of  ifaiah,  and  to  the 
whole  Tenor  of  Scripture,  and  to  all  Antiquity, 
you  do  not,  I  fuppofe,  care  to  fpeak  it  at  length. 
I  have  before  endeavoured  to  cxpofe  this  no- 
tion of  two  Gods;  one  Supreme ^  and  the 
other  Inferior;  and  have  Ihown  it  to  be  unrea* 
fboable  and  unicriptural.  I  may  add,  that  if 
there  really  be  two  Gods  ( Supreme  and  In- 
ferior) in  the  proper  Scriptural  Senfe  of  the 
Word,  the  Good  Fathers  of  the  three  firft  Cen- 
turies argued  againft  the  Heathen  Volytheijm 
upon  a  very  fafic  Principle,  and  died  Martyrs 
for  an  Error ;  the  Angel  in  the  Revelations  naay 
fccm  to  have  impofed  upon  St.  John  with  an 
erroneous  Maxim,  Rev.  19.  lo.  our  Saviofs 
Anfwer  to  the  Devil  to  have  been  defedivc, 
and  not  pertinent,  Luk.  4.  8.  and  the  many 
Declarations  of  the  Vnity,  fcattered  through 
the  Old  Teftament,  to  be  unintelligible  and 
infignificant.  But  this  lhall  be  more  difl:in<aiy 
explained,  when  I  come  to  the  Argument  con- 
cerning Worlhip. 

Here  let  me  only  ask  you,  where  does  the 
Scripture  give  you  the  lead  Intimation  of 
rx'^  true  Gods?  Where  does  it  furnilh  you 

G  X  with 
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with  any  ground  for  the  Diftindion  of  a  ifo- 
verdigA  and  an  Inferior  Deity  ?  What  Fotm^ 
dation  can  you  find  for  adding  Supreme  where- 
ever  the  Scripture  fays  abfolutely  there  is  but 
one  God?  You  are  apt  to  complain  of  us, 
for  adding  to  the  Text;   iind  for  pretending 
to  (peak  plainer  than  the  Holy  Spirit  has 
didarcd;  why  do  you  add  here,  Without  any 
Warrant?  If  the  Sacred  Writers  intended  to 
limit  the  Scnfc  by  Supreme,  why  could  not 
They,  in  one  place  at  lead,  among  many«  have 
faid  fo,  and  have  told  it  us  as  plainly  as  Dr. 
Clarke  and  you  do?  I  argue  indeed  here  ad 
Hominem  only ;  and  let  it  have  ju(t  as  mdch 
force  with  you,  as  the  lame  way  of  Ai^uidg, 
when  you  take  it  up  in  your  turn;  ought  to 
have  with  us.    But  Au-ther;  what  account  can 
you  give  of  your  leaving  Room  for  inferiot 
deities,  when  the  Realon  of  the  thing,  the 
drift  fcope  and  defign  of  the  Scripture  feems 
plainly  to  have  been  to  exclude,  not  other  Su- 
prcmes  only,   or  other  Independent  Deities 
(which  few  have  been  weak  enough  to  fuppofe) 
but  other  lejfer.  Inferior^  and  dependent  Divi- 
nities ?  Bcfides,  God  has  declared  that  He  ^itl 
not  give  his  Glory  to  another,  K  41.  8.-48.  li. 
This  you  fay  has  no  difficulty.    How  fb,  I  be- 
feech  you  ?  It  feems  to  me  a  very  great  dif- 
ficulty in  your  Scheme.  You  add,  that  his  Glory 
is^  his  being  the  one  fupreme  independent 
Caufe  and  Original  of  all  Things  or  Beings. 
Novr,  I  thought  it  was  his  peculiar  Glory  fo 

be 
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be  rnily  God^  and  to  be  acknowledged  as  fuch , 
exdufive  of  other  Gods.  This,  I  am  fore,  is 
what  the  one  God  inculcates  and  infifts  upon, 
very  partiailarly,  in  the  Old  Teftamcnt.  He 
divers  Himfelf  to  be  a  jealous  God,  and 
looks  upon  it  as  the  higheft  Indignity  to  have 
any  admitted  as  partners  and  Sharers  with  Him. 
All  Ads  of  Worflifp,  all  Homage,  Service, 
AdoratioD,  and  Sacrifice,  He  claims.  He  chal- 
lenges as  his  due  ;  and  due  to  Him  only ;  and 
that  becaufe  He  only  is  God.  Now  put  the 
Cafe  of  another  God\  another  Author  and  Go- 
vemor  of  the  ^niverfe :  That  other  will  have 
a  Share,  and  divide,  tho' unequally,  with  Him 
ifl  Glonr.  Was  this  then  the  meaning  of  IJk. 
42. 8.  Iwill  not  give  All  my  Glory  to  another  It 
1  will  have  the  greater  ^hare  in  every  Thing  ? 
How  confiftent  might  this  be  with  the  Worfhip 
of  inferior  Deities,  or  with  the  ranked  Toly- 
theifml  For  many  of  the  Pagans  themfclves 
paid  their  higheft  Veneration  to  the  one  fu- 
prcmeGod;  only  they  defiled  his  Worlhip  with 
a  multitude  of  inferior  Deities ;  they  gave  not 
God  the  file  Glory ;  but  admitted  others  as 
Sharers  and  Partners  with  Him-  You  add,  that 
whatever  divine  Honour  is  juftly  given  to  any 
Qtbfr%  redounds  ultimately  to  the  Glory  of 
Him^  who  commanded  it  to  be  given. 

But  what  if  God,  who  beft  knows  what  re* 
Sounds  to  his  Glory^  has  already  and  before- 
hand engrofe'd  all  divine  Honour  to  Himfelf, 
as  being  tl^  only  God ,  and  the  file  Author 
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and  Governor  of  the  Vniverfe^  Then  all 
others  arc  precluded  from  receiving  any  divine 
Honour    and  there's  no  more  Room  left  for 
God's  commanding  it,  than  there  is  fox  his  conr 
fronting  and  contradiding  Himfelf.    But  more 
of  this  hereafter,  under  the  Head  of  Worjhif. 
I  fliall  clofe  this  Article  with  Grotius^s  Com- 
ment upon  the  Text  which  we  have  been  con- 
(idering.    The  meaning  of  it  is,   lays  He, 
*  That  God  will  take  feverc  Vengeance  on 
thofe  who  give  that  Name  which  belongs  to 
Him,  to  Bel,  Nebo,  Merodach.  ?njd  .  Others, 
•*  which  by  Nature  are  no  Gods. 

^  Vuk  enim  diccre,  fe  Vindicaturum  fevere  ia  Eos  qui  Nomeo, 
quod  Ipfius  eft,  dant  Beloi  Neboni,  Meraducho,  &  Aliis  «it%  /»« 
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JVbetber  Dr.  ClarkcV  pretence^  that  the  Aa- 
rhoricy  of  Father  and  Son  being  One,  tbo* 
They  are  two  diflinSt  Beings^  makes  Them 
not  to  be  two  Gods^  As  a  King  upon  the 
Throne  and  his  Sou  adminiflring  the  Father's 
Government,  are  not  two  Kings ;  be  not  tri- 
fling and  inconfftentl  For,  if  the  King^s 
Son  be  not  a  King,  He  cannot  truly  be  call- 
ed King;  if  He  is,  then  there  are  two 
Kings.  So,  if  the  Son  be  not  God  in  the 
Scripture-Notion  of  God,  He  cannot  truly 
be  called  God;  and  then  how  is  the^oSior 
confijlent  with  Scripture,  or  withHimfelf? 
But  if  the  Son  be  truly  God,  there  are  two 
Gods  upon  the^oBor's  Hypothejis,  as  plain- 
ly as  that  one  and  one  are  Two :  Jlnd  fa 
all  the  Texts  of  I(aiah  cited  above,  bejides 
others,  fiand  full  and  clear  againft  the 
Doctor's  Notion. 

YOU  trujl,  it  fecms,  that  upon  a  fecond 
Confideration  of  this  fifth  Query,  The  Ob- 
jeBor  himfclf  will  not  think  it  very  pertinent 
or  conclufive  But  I  can  fee  no  Reafon  for 
your  being  (b  fanguine  upon  it.  For,  as  an 
Aliment  fo  plain  and  (Irong,  needs  not  ib 
much  as  a  fecond  Confideration;  fb  if  the 
Objedlor  were  to  confider  it  ever  fo  often,  He 
could  not  but  think  it  to  be,  as  He  finds  it, 
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both  very  fertinent  and  very  conclufive.  You 
jidd,  that//^  wtll  not  ask^  a  fecond  Time^  when 
ther  one  divine  Terfon  exercifing  the  An^ 
ihority  of  another^  to  whom  Be  is  J^bordi- 
nate,  and  by  whom  He  is  fent,  f  roves  tlp^t 
the  two  Terjons  are  tisi^o  Gods. 

But  let  me  iqtreat  yon,  in  a  Subjed  of  this 
Importance,  not  to  trifle  at  this  rate ;  talking 
backwards  and  forwards,  laying  apd  nnfaying, 
afTerting  and  then  recanting,  and  contradi^ng 
your  felf.    What  is  Dr.  darkens  Intention,  and 
what  is  your's,  in  infifttng  fo  much  on  the  re- 
lative  Senfe  of  the  word  God,  but  to  find  a 
falvo  for  the  T^\vintty  of  the  Sop;  that  He 
may  be  acknowledged,  confiflently  with  your 
Hypothcfis,  to  be  truly,  really ^  froferly  God  ? 
Read  but  over  again  what  yoq  your  felf  have 
written  (/>,  113  )  and  then  deny  this  if  yoa 
cap.    Well  then ;  if  the  Son,  a  diftio<9:  feparate 
Being,  be  truly  apd  really  God  i  and  if  the 
Father  be  fo  too,  what  can  be  plainer  than  that 
there  are,  upon  your  Hypothefis^  two  Gods  ? 
.But  you  fay,  one  is  Supreme,  the  other  Suit- 
or dinate.    1  underfland  it ;  I  confider  it :  And 
do  not  you  allow  that  a  fubordinate  Being  may 
be  properly  God  ?  Do  not  you  exprejfly  plead 
and  contend  for  it?  Is  it  not  ejfential  in  Dr. 
Clarke's  Scheme,  and  Your*s  too  ?  What  mean 
you  then  to  deny  that  there  arc  two  Gods  ?  Can 
you  deny  it,  without  recanting  all  that  you  had 
laid  before ;  without  flriking  out  every  fubor- 
ilHmte  Being, '  ftbta  being  tmly  ind^toperlf 
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God.  without  difbwning  the  very  Principle  up* 
on  wfaich  you  aflcrt  the  Son  to  be  GoJ^Un 
ihorr,  without  manifedly  confronting  and  con- 
demaing  your  fclf?  I  do  not  charge  you  with 
afTerting  two  fufreme  Gods :  But  I  do  chaise 
yoa  with  holding  two  Gods,  one  Sufrme^  ^vio- 
thcr Inferior;  two  real  and  true  Gods,  accord- 
ing to  the  Scripture-Notion  of  the  Word,  God, 
as  explained  by  your  Self.  This  you  cannot 
truly  and  fincerefy,  you  fhould  not  otherwifd, 
deny:  And  therefbre,  inftead  of  fhifring  it  off, 
your  Bufinefs  ihould  be  to  maintain  your  Af^ 
lertion,  and  to  reconcile  it.  as  far  as  po/Iible, 
to  Scripture,  Antiquity,  and  Reafbn.  I  am 
fenfiblc,  fbmcthing  may  be  pleaded,  having  feen 
what  has  been  pleaded,  for  the  Notion  of  Two 
Gods,  as  you  underftand  it.  But.  I  think,  ft 
is  upon  fuch  Principles,  as  will  leave  you  no 
Pretence,  from  Scripture,  to  objed  Tntheijin 
to  others;  nor  any  juft  ground  for  infiftihg,  as 
you  generally  do,  upon  the  flri<9:  Force  of  the 
exclufive  Terms,  in  order  to  ungod  the  Son, 
I  will  not  however  anticipate  what  you  may 
have  to  fay  farther  on  this  Head;  nor  what 
may  be  pertinently  replied  to  it.  Let  me  fee 
firfl,  how  far  you  will,  in  good  earnefl,  cfpoufe 
the  Notion  of  two  Gods:  In  the  Interim,  I  may 
fairly  leave  you  to  confider  of  it.  I  ihall  be 
content,  at  prefent,  to  follow  you  in  the  way 
that  yoq  are  in ;  endeavoring  to  clear  your  lelf 
of  the  charge  of  aflerting  two  Gods,  and  yet, 
ftll  the  While,  pkiKlingtbt  ia  ItibotdinateGod. 

'    '        ^ .    ^  "To 
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To  coantenance  your  Notion »  you  produce^ 
*  after  the  Learned  Doi3:or,  the  Authority  of 
Tertullian\  the  izmtTertullian,  whom  I  have 
quoted  above  ^as  declaring  exprefly  ogainft  any 
iuch  vain  Imagination,  as  that  of  a  Jubordinate 
God  ;  and.throwing  it  off  as  a  Tagan  Dream : 
the  lame  that  fays,  the  divinity  has  no 
grees,  beii^  one  only.  Will  you  bring  Him 
for  a  Voucher  io  dire<9tly  againftHimfclf  j?  True, 
He  \jksthtjimilitude  of  a  King  upon  dThrone^ 
and  a  Son  adminiftring  his  Father's  King- 
dom:  But  to  a  very  different  purpofe  from  what 
you  would  have  it  ferve.  The  Objediion 
againft  more  Perlbns  than  one  in  the  Godhead 
(as  TertuUian  relblves  it)  was,  that  the  jiu- 
tbority  would  not  be  one\  that  there  would 
not  be  unicum  imperium :  fee  the  place  in  the 
^Margin.  The  fmilitude  is  pertinent  to  ihow 
bow  the  Authority,  or  Government,  may  be 
ane  in  the  Hands  of  feveral  Perfons.    But  if 

t  Sirif,  DoBr,  p.  33^.  b  Se§         3,  p.  54« 

c  ^onarchiam,  inquiunr,  teqemus.  £c  ira  fonum  vocaliter  ex- 
prfmunt  Latini,  etiam  Opicl,  ot  putcs  IHos  tarn  bene  ratdligere 
Mdofuirihiam,  quatn  enuntiant.  Sed  Monnrch'iMm  fonar^  ftudent  La- 
xm\',  &  Oeconomiam  intelligere  nolunt  ctiam  Grxci.   Ac  e^.  (i 

Jiuid  utriufque  Lingnx  przcerpfi,  Monarchidm  nihil  aliud  figmficarc 
do,  quam  SinguUre  Unietm  Imferium :  non  tamen  prxfcribcre 
Mpnarehidun,  ideo  quia  Unius  (it.  Eum,  cujus  (it,  aut  Filram  000 
habere*  aut  Ipfum  fe  (ibi  Fihum  fecide,  aut  Monarchiain  iuam  non 
per  quos  velit  adisiniftrare.  Atquin*  nuUam  dico  Dmmmuimum 
ita  unius  fui  efTe,  ut  non  etiam  per  alias  proximas  Perfooas  ad* 
miniftretur  — — —  Si  vcro  &  Filius  fuerit  ci »  cujus  IdManhm 
fit,  non  ftatim  dividi  cam,  tc  MonofchiMm  effe  defioerc,  fi  pankcpa 
ejus  adfiiroatur  &  Filius.   Cmtr,  VrdX»  c.  3.  p.  foa. 

The  Se»f§  of  this  Pajfugf  is  vny  iUar:  The  Praxeaos,  (I  fi^Pf^ft 
tsking  odvMtMge  #f  this ;  thai  the  Church  hsd  mIw^s  rejeSed  Tria 
Frincipia»  Mud        eumfXM^}  fUaded  for.  tbem/elvts^  md  Himnji  s 

you 
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you  ask  Tertulli^n^  how  Father  aod  Son  eta 
be  reputed  one  Go  J;  He  tells  you  in  tht 
^  Chapter  before «  and  io  that  very  Paflagc 
which  the  Doctor  quotes,  that  it  is  by  Vnity 
of  Subftance  and  Original.  Vnity  of  Autho- 
rfty^  and  ^nity  of  Godhead^  are,  with  Ter- 
tuUian^  diftind:  Things;  however  you  may 
pleafe  to  confound  Them :  God  and  his  Angels 
have,  according  to  Him,  one  Authority  \  but 
He  does  not  therefore  fay,  that  the  Angels  are 
Gods\  or  that,  if  They  were,  there  would  dill 
t)e  but  one  God. 

^  Athenagoras  makes  ufe  of  the  fame  Simi^ 
litude  for  the  &me  purpofe  with  Tertullian\ 
to  iUuftrate  the  Unity  of  Authority  and  Power 
common  to  Father  and  Son;  not  the  Unity  of 
Godhead.  It  was  the  ^  Government  divine^ 
which  He  undertook,  in  fbme  meafure,  to  iUu- 
ftrate, by  That  Companion  of  a  King  and  his 
Son  (which  however  would  argue  an  Equ^ 
lity  of  Nature^  contrary  to  your  Tenets.) 
But  as  to  \JxMy  of  Godhead^  He  refolves  it 
into  Mother  Principles,  the  very  fame  with  TVr- 

rcal  Urmtji  fA€f»fx^¥  tenemus*  Tertullian  tells  them»  thst  Th^ 
miffindirftood  /*«Mp;k;iW.  (jis  it  might  fignify  uDum  prindpiurD, 
had  Mnfvered  thi  ObjiBion  before-,  c.  2.)  Here  He  f^s  ^  it  pgmfe^ 
onfy  oae  Authority;  and  He  Jhtms  that,  taken  in  that  Senfe,  it  vas 
no  jufl  ObjeHien  againfi  a  Trinity  ef  ferfem^  Tins,  having  main^ 
sain'd,  firjt.  Unity  Principle,  and  afterwards  Unity  ^  Authority  ^ 
He  fuffiaently  guarded  the  DoBr  'me  of  the  Trinity,  agninfl  the  Cavik 
of  Praxcas. 

a  Unus  omnia,  dum  ex  uno  omnia*  per  Subflantiae  fcilicet  Uni- 
tatem,  p,  foi. 

Filium  non  aliunde  deduco,  fed  de  Sub^antia  Patris,  e.  4.  f.  502. 


b  Legat.  c.  15.  p*  63. 
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tMllian's;  Namely,  Vmty  of  Subfiance  ,  aad 
Qrigmal^  making  the  Holy  Ghoft  (  and  the 
fcaibn  is  the  lame  for  the  Son)  to  be  a  Subflan- 
tial  *  Emanation  from  the  Father ,  as  Light 
^om  Fire.  The  common  Anfwer  to  the  Charge 
ofTrithei/m^ox  "Ditheifm.^s  well  of  the  5P^- 
iiicene^  as  Jnte-Nieene  Fathers,  was,  that 
ihere  is  but  one  Head^  Rooty  Fountain,  Father 
©f  all ;  not  in  reiped:  of  Authority  only,  bat  of 
Subfianee  alio ;  as  TertuUian  before  expreffes 
\t:t  Non  aliunde  deduce^  fid  de  Suhjiantis 
^atris.  This  was  the  concurrent  Senfe  of  f  All 
in  general ;  and  into  this  chiefly  they  refblved 
%hfi  Unity  of  Godhead ;  as  they  muft  needs  do, 
fince  they  believed  God  to  be  a  Word  denoting 
Suhftance,  not  dominion  only ;  and  one  2)^ 
vinity^  ©eorij^,  was  with  Them  the  fame  Thing 
«s  one  divine  Subftance.  The  learned  Dodor, 
^fter  his  manner  of  Citing,  :|:  produces,  I  think,^ 
Thirteen  Vouchers,  (Ten  Antient ;  Three  Mo* 
dcrn)  for  his  Notion  of  the  Unity.  Tertnllmny 
Athenagoras^  and  Novation  (Three  of  Them} 
evidently  refolve  the  Unity,  as  before  obferved* 
into  Communion  of  Subjiance,  Jujiin^  Atha- 
naftus,  Hilary,  Bafi  Teifrjon.  Bull,  Tayne^ 
(Seven  more)  moft  of  Them,  in  the  very  Paf^ 
i^es  which  the  Dodor  cites  j  AH  of  them,  (bme* 
where,  or  orher„  are  known  to  refolve  it  inta 
Sonjhij^y  or  Upity  oiTrinci£le ;  either  of  which 

f  Some prAiendedExcepti(miw':U  6^eon/Uerei{  in  jmotker  liact^Q^ 
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comes  to  the  fame  with  the  former.  None  xX. 
tliele  Authors  fb  underftood  the  Father  ro  be 
One  God,  as  to  iexdude  the  Son  from  being  me 
God  with  iiim,  in  Nature,  Subftance,  and  Per- 
fection :  Nor  would  they  have  fcrupled  to  OiU 
Father  and  Son  together^  one  Ciod ;  mdSi  of  tbeiil 
doing  it  exprefly,  all  implicirely. 

Origen^  another  of  thd  tioGtor's  AuthoiSi 
r&fblves  the  Unity  into  Commutlion  of  Godhead^ 
in  the  ^  PafT^e  cited,  ^d^m  is  the  >ii^ord  Hi 
ufes ;  ^  generally,  if  not  conRantly,  fignifyifig 
Subjtance  in  that  very  Comment  n'om  whebCd 
the  Citation  is  taken ;  agreeably  to  the  moft 
ufual  Senfe  of  Oeo$,  in  the  Ante-Nicene Writers) 
and  of  ^ivinitas^  in  Tertullian ;  and  of  (S>wm 
in  other  ^  Authors. 

Lalfdntius,  the  twelfth  of  the  Number,  WouM 
have  fpoken  folly  to  our  purpofe,  in  the  vCjy 
^  Chapter  referred  to,  if  the  Dodor  would  have 
fuffered  Him.  He  would  have  told  us  (how- 
ever unhappy  He  may  otherwife  be  in  his 
Explications  of  That  Myftcry)  that  Father 
and  Son  are  one  Subjtance^  and  one  God ;  (b 
far,  at  Icaft,  Contrary  to  what  the  learned  Do* 

a  Comm.  ih  Joli.  ^.  46*    b  See  ibid,  p,  ^f, !  3    i/'4. 118. 2^2. 

c  Epid.  Synod.  Antiocb*  Labb^  Tom*  i»  f.  847.  Eufebiui 
Comm.  in  Pfalm.  p.  123.  59»-  6'  in  I/a-  p.  37f.  381.  551.  Alhi- 
naf.  paflim.     Epipnao.  Haeref.  64.  c.  8. 

d  Una  utrique  mens,  unus  Spiritas,  mna  SuiftantiA  efti  fed  Ille 
quafi  exuberans  Pons  eft;  Hie  tanquam  defluens  ex  eo  Rivus:  l!!e 

tannuam  Sol^  Hie  quafi  Radius  k  Sole  porre^s.  Ad  utramqui 

Verj9Mm  referens  intulit,  ^  Trdter  me  non  efi  Deus,  cum  poflic 
dicere,  prdter  mi:  fed  Fas  fton  crat  plurali  numero  Separationetn 
TaQt9(  Necefficudinis  iieri«  /.  4.    a^*  ^.  40^,  404* 
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dor  cites  him  for.  There  remains  only  Eu^ 
febius,  whofe  Expreflions  are  bold  and  free; 
and  fo  £ir  favourable  to  the  Dodor,  as  they 
are  different  from  thofe  of  the  Catbo/icks  of  bis 
own  Time,  or  of  the  Times  before,  and  after. 
If  they  are  really  to  be  underftood,  fo  as  to  ex- 
clude the  Son  from  beiiig  one  God  with  the 
Pathfer,  they  ungod  the  Son  \  and  contain  plain 
jftianifm.  But.  perhaps  they  may  admit  of 
fiidh  a  favourable  excufe  as,  *  Gelajius  tells  uis, 
Ehpbius,  in  effcA,  made  forHimfelf,  in  rcfped 
of  alby  uncaucious  Expreffions,  which,  in  the 
warmth  of  Difpute,  or  out  of  his  great  Zeal  againff 
SabeUianiJm,  had  dropp'd  from  Him ;  That  He 
did  not  intend  Them  in  the  imf  ious  Senfe  {of 
Arius;)  but  had  only  been  too  carelefs  and 
negligent  in  his  Exprejpons.  One  may  be 
the  more  inclined  to  believe  it,  (ince  He  ad- 
mitted, at  other  Times  (as  I  have  obferved 
above )  one  God  in  three  Terfons :  and  clfe- 
where  fpeaks  very  Orthodoxly  of  the  Holy  un- 
divided  Trinity,  illuftrating  the  Equality  of 
the  Perfons  by  a  very  handfome  Similitude. 
But  to  return  to  the  Learned  Dodor :  In  the 
f  Clole  of  this  Article,  He  has  a  peculiar 
Turn,  which  Ihould  be  taken  notice  of.  The 

•  Oo  {Mif  KKTK  Tuf  unSn  c^ri^ir  »y«Mcr»  iAA*  f{  ujn^ttf^/tt  axXitfjl^m 
Gclaf.  1.  2.  de  Syn.  Nic.  c.  i.  p.  ii. 

Laud.  Conftant.  p.  ^  1 1 .  Ed.  Valct 
^  Script.  Do6Jtr.  f,  349. 
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SchoUfiick  Writers^  feys  He,  in  later  Ages^ 
have  fut  this  Matter  (meaning  the  Unity  of 
the  Ck)dhead)  ufon  another  Foot:  That  is, 
diffirentfTom  whatHimfelf,  and  perhaps  Eufi- 
iius  in  thole  Paflages,  had  pat  it  upon.  They 
have  not,  it  feejns,  put  it  upon  a  real,  f  roper 
numerical  Individuality,  as  the  Learned  Do- 
dor  would  have  had  them  do.  They  do  nor 
make  the  Godhead  iiofo'Tciiaa'Tc^ ,  one  fingfe 
Hyfofiafis\  which,  m  the  main,  is  all  one 
with  the  Sabellian  Singularity. 

The  Reader  Ihould  he  told,  that  thofe  Scho- 
lajilck  Writers  arc  as  old  as  Tertullian,  Ire- 
n£us^  or  Athenagoras ;  which  brings  it  up  air 
moft  to  the  middle  of  the  Second  Century.  So 
early,  at  lead,  Father  and  Son  together  have 
been  called^  and  all  along  believed  to  be  one 
God.  Let  but  the  Reader  underdand,  and  take 
along  with  Him,  what  I  have  now  obfcrvcd ; 
and  I  (hall  not  differ  with  you  about  Names. 
Scbolajtick  may  ftand  for  Catholick,  as  I  per- 
ceive it  often  does  with  you  alio,  if  you  think 
the  Catbolick  Faith  may,  under  that  borrowed 
Name,  be  more  ftfely,  or  more  fucccfsfully 
attacked.  The  Scholaftick  Notion  then,  which 
has  prevailed  for  Fifteen  Centuries  at  leaft,  is, 
that  Father  and  Son  are  one  God:  Your's,  on 
the  other  Hand,  is,  that  the  Father  is  one  God, 
and  the  Son  another  God :  And  I  am  to  con* 
vince  you,  if  I  can,  that  one  God,  and  ano- 
ther God,  make  two  Gods.  You  ask  me  feri- 
oufly,  *  "whether  Herod  the  greats  was  not 
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King  of  Judea,  tho""  the  Jews  (that  is»  when 
the  Jews)  had  no  King  but  Caviar  ?  I  anfwcr, 
He  was  not :  For,  Herod  the  Great  had  been 
dead  above  Thirty  Years  before ;  and  ihtjews 
bad  really  no  Ki^g  hut  Caelar,  when  they  (aid 
(o.    However,  if  there  had  been  one  King  un- 
4er  another  King,  there  would  have  been  twi 
Kings.    The  feme  I  fay  for  one  God  under 
pother  God\  they  make  two  Gods.  You  ask, 
^cxt,  whether  there  were  more  Kings  ofVzx^ 
than  one^  tho^  the  King  ofVci(\2L  was  King  of 
Kings  ^  I  fliall  not  dilute  whether.  King  of 
Kings  ^  was  Titular  only  to  the  Kings  of 
^erfia%  or  whether  They  had  other  Kings  un- 
4er  Them.    I  ihall  only  fay  thus :  Either  the 
Juffofed  YAXigs  of  Terjia  were  Kings  of  Ter- 
j?^,  or  They  were  not :  If  They  were ;  then 
there  were  more  Kings  of  Perfia  than  one :  If 
They  were  not  Kings  (?/Pcr(ia;  They  fliould 
Xiot  be  (b  called.    To  apply  this  to  our  prclent 
purpofe ;  either  there  are  two  Authors  and  Go- 
vernors of  the  ^niverfe,  that  is,  two  Gods ; 
pr  there  are  not :  If  there  are,  why  do  you  deny 
It  of  Either  ?  If  there  are  not,  why  do  you  at* 
firm  it  of  Both  ? 

After  all,  pleafe  to  take  Notice,  that  I  do 
pQt  difputc  againft  the  notion  of  one  King  un- 
der another;  a  petty  King  under  a  Supreme. 
There's  no  diflSculty  at  all  in  the  Conception  of 
it.  But  what  I  infift  upon,  is  this:  That  a 
great  King  and  a  little  King  make  two  Kings ; 
pr  clfe  pne  of  Them  is  no  King,  contrary  to 
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the  SuppofitioQ.  The  fame  I  /ay  of  a  fupreme 
and  a  Jubordinate  God,  that  They  make  Two 
Gpdsi  or  elfe,  one  of  Them  is  no  God^  con* 
craiy  to  the  Suppofition. 

Texts,  proving  an  Unity  of  divine  Attri- 
butes in  Father  and  Son,  applied 


To  the  one  God. 

TbfM^  evenThou  on- 
fy  knaweji  the  Hearts 
of  all  the  Children  of 
Men^  Kings  8. 39. 

/  tht  Lord  fearch 
the  Heart ;  /  try  the 
Reins,  Jer.  17. 10. 

/  am  the  firft,  and 
lam  the  laft^  and  be- 
fides  me  there  is  no 
God^  Ua.  44.  6. 

I  am  K  and  n,  the 
beginning  and  the  end. 
Rev.  1.8. 

King  of  Kings,  and 
Lord  of  Lords^  i  Tim. 
6.  If. 

the  mighty  God,  If 

to.  XI. 

Lord  over  all,  Rom. 
10.  II. 

H 


To  the  Son. 

He  knew  all  Men  ^ 
&c.  Joh.x.24.  Thou 
knoweft  all  Things , 
]o\i.\6. 10 Which  know- 
eft  the  Hearts  of  alt 
Men,  Ads  1. 24. 

lam  He  that  fearch- 
eth  the  Reins  and  thi 
Heart,  Rev.  1.3. 

I  am  the  firft,  and 
lamthelaft,  Rev.1.17. 

I  am  K  and  Q,  the 
beginning  and  the  end. 
Rev.  22. 13. 

Lord  of  Lords,  and 
King  of  Kings,  Rev. 
17.14.  — 19.16. 

The  mighty  God,  IH 
9.  6. 

He  is  Lord  of  all 
Ad  10. 3  6.  Over  all  God 
bleJj[ed,ScQ.  Rom.Q.f. 
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Whether  the  fame  Charadtertftkks^  ejpecially 
fucb  eminent  ones,  can  reafbnably  be  under- 
flood  of  two  dlftin6i  Beings^  and  of  one  In- 
finite and  Independent,  the  other  ^epen-  • 
dent  and  Finite  ? 

IN  this  fixth  Query  (for  fb  I  chufc  to  make 
it,  thinking  That  method  moft  convenient, 
on  fevcral  Accounts)  are  couched  two  Argu- 
ments for  the  Son's  being  the  one  true  God,  as 
well  as  the  Father. 

The  Firft  is :  That  the  CharaBertfticks,  ap- 
phed  to  the  one  true  God,  are  applied  likewife 
to  the  Son:  which  Confideration  alone  is  of 
great  force. 

The  Second  is :  That  the  Attributes  here  ap- 
plied to  the  Son,  are  fuch  eminent  ones,  that 
we  might  lafely  conclude  they  belong  to  no 
Creature,  but  to  God  only. 

How  lliall  wc  know,  who,  or  what  the  one 
God  is;  or  what  Honour,  and  to  whom,  dnc; 
but  by  filch  Marks,  Notes,  and  diftinguilhing 
Charadcrs  as  are  given  us  of  Him  in  Scripmre? 
If  thofe  are  equally  applied  to  two,  or  more 
Terfons,  the  Honour  muft  go  along  with  the 
Attributes ;  and  the  Attributes  infer  an  equa- 
lity of  Nature  and  Subftancc,  to  fiipport  Them. 
In  a  Word ;  if  divine  Attributes  belong  to  each 
Perfon,  each  Pcrfon  muft  be  God ;  and  if  God, 
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fince  God  is  one,  the  fame  God.  This  isthci 
Sum  of  the  Aigumenc :  Now  let  us  fee  what 
Aofieer  you  give  to  it. 

Yoa  admit  that  the  Attributes,  ipecified  in 
tht  Texts,  belong  to  Both  ?  only  you  obferve, 
that  all  lowers  and  Attributes  are  faid  to 
he  the  Father's  only,  becaufe  they  belong  to 
Him  primarily,  or  originally,  as  the  Self  ex- 
ifient  Caufe  *.  This  I  can  readily  admit,  as 
well  as  you,  provided  only,  the  word,  Cau/e^ 
be  interpreted  to  a  Juft,  fbber,  and  Catholick 
Senie  (as  the  Greek  Writers  efpccially  have 
underftood  it)  and  Self-exiftent  be  interpreted, 
as  it  fhould  be ,  negatively.  You  add,  our 
Lord  Jefiis  Chrift.  having  all  communicable 
divine  lowers  derived  to  Him,  with  hii 
Beings  from  the  Father^  is  faid  to  do  the 
fame  things  which  the  Father  doth,  and  to 
be^  in  a  JiibordiHate  Senfe,  what  the  Fa^ 
tber  is. 

Here  are  many  Things,  in  this  Anfwer^ 
liable  to  juft  Exception.  Firft,  your  ufmg  the 
word,  divine,  in  an  improper  Senfe.  Ange^ 
lical  Powers  are  fuch  as  are  peculiar  to  An- 
gels ;  and  divine  Powers  fuch  as  are  proper  to 
God  only:  But,  here  you  underftand  it,  in 
the  lame  Senle,  as  one  might  call  any  kingly 
Power,  or  Authority,  divine,  becaufe  derived 
from  God ;  and  fo  any  thing  that  eomes  from 
God,  is,  in  your  Senfe,  divine.  In  the  next 
place,  you  clog  it  farther  with  the  Term,  com-^ 

H  1  fnunxzaW^ 
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tnunicable,  telling  us  chat  all  communicable  di- 
vine Powers,  arc  derived  to  Chrift  Jefus :  where- 
as I  contend*  that  the  Attributes  in  the  Text, 
are  ftridtly  divine  \  and  therefore  incommuni- 
cable to  any  Creature.  Next,  you  fpeak  of  a 
fubordihate  Senfe,  in  which  thofe  Attributes 
belong  to  Chrifl ;  which  is  the  fame  as  to  fay, 
(becaufc  you  mean  (b)  that  they  belong  not  at 
all  to  Him.  For,  I  fuppofe,  omnifcience^  or 
eternity,  &c.  in  your  fubordinate  Senje,  are 
very  different  from  the  other;  and  therefore 
are  not  the  fame  Attributes.  It  were  better 
to  deny  roundly,  that  the  fame  Attributes 
belong  to  Both;  and  then  we  Ihould  clearly 
apprehend  each  other.  Laftly,  I  obferve  to 
you,  that  you  underftand  the  word,  fubordi- 
nate, very  differently  from  what  Catholick  Wri- 
ters do,  in  this  Controverfy ;  and  therefore,  in- 
ftead  of  it,  fliould  rather  have  (aid,  in  a  re- 
Jirain'd,  limited  Senfe;  which  is  your  mean- 
ing, othcrvvife  you  contradid:  not  me. 

Now  then,  I  mufl:  ask  you,  what  ground  or 
warrant  you  have  from  Scripture,  or  right  Rea- 
(bn.  for  putting  ReftriBions  and  Limitations 
opon  the  Texts  applied  to  Chrijl  Jefus,  more 
than  to  thofe  apphed  to  the  one  God?  The 
Expreffions  are  equally  general ;  and,  feemingly 
at  lead,  equally  extenfivc.  You  are  fo  (enfible 
that  you  can  give  no  folid  Proof  of  a  reftraitia 
and  limited  Senle,  that  you  do  not  fo  much  as 
offer  at  it;  but  only  covertly  infinuatc  your 
jDcaning,  under  dark  and  pbfcure  Terms.  You 

ipeak 
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/peak  of  Subordination^  and  quote  Fathers  for 
it ;  who  uoderftood  it  in  the  fober  and  ortho- 
dox Senfc :  If  you  agree  with  thofe  Fathers^ 
you  agree  with  me.    But,  do  not  ufe  their 
vencraole  Names  as  a  cover  for  what  they  ne- 
ver meant,  but  would  have  greatly  abhor'd 
I  allow  the  fccond  Perfbn  to  be  fubordinately 
wife^  good^  fowerful^  &c.    That  is  not  thp 
Queftion  between  us :  He  is  fafientia  de  fapi- 
entta ;  as  lumen  de  lumine,  and  Deus  de  Deo. 
What  I  contend  for  farther,  is,  that  his  Attri- 
butes are  ftri£fly  divine,  and  his  Perfections  in- 
finite.    1  prove  it  from  hence ;  becaufe  the  At- 
tributes which  belong  to  the  one  God,  and  arc 
therefore  undoubtedly  Infinite,  belong  to  Him 
al/b;  from  whence  it  follows,  that  the  God- 
head belongs  to  Him  too  5  and  that  there  are 
more  Perfons  than  one,  in  the  one  God.  What- 
ever I  can  find,  in  your  Anfwer,  tending,  in 
the  lead,  to  invalidate  this  reafbning,    I  ihall 
take  notice  of;  tho'  you  have  been  pleas'd  to 
be  very  fparing  in  this  Article.    You  obfervc 
that  the  exercife  of  thefe  Attributes  being 
finite,  they  do  not  necejfarily  infer  an  infinite 
SubjeSf.    I  underftand  not  what  you  mean  by 
the  exercife  of  Eternity  and  Omnifcience , 
which  are  two  of  thofe  Attributes ;  nor  how  it 
can  be  finite,  without  an  exprefs  Contradiction; 

ik  jT&e  TifiimQnttSt  -which  you  hint  eitiJ  from  Dr>  Clarke,  /  fakj 
m  notice  of;  btamfe  they  have  been  Mlrettdy  confidet^ d  hy  m  hdrned 
Qtnt lemon \  and  Jhown  to  he  foreign  to  yowr  furfofe»   True  Script. 

H  3  nor 
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nor  how  cither  of  them  can  be  exerciid,  what- 
ever you  mean  by  it,  but  by  an  infinite  Sub^ 
jed.  As  little  do  I  undcrftand  how  infinite 
^ower^  which,  I  prefiime,  is  what  you  chiefly 
allude  to,  muft  be  finite  in  the  exercife  of  it ; 
as  if  there  could  not  be  an  kdi  of  infinite 
Power,  or  as  if  God  could  not  do  fomething 
Which  Ihould  infinitely  exceed  any  finite  Power. 
Thcfe  Things  very  much  want  explaining ;  and 

I  leave  them  to  your  farther  Thoughts. 

The  cleared  Expreflion  you  have,  under  this 
Article,  is  this :  whe7i  Chrtft  is  ftiled.  Lord  of 
all,  fee  it  explained.  Matt.  28.  18.  and  Ephef 
I.  XX.  where  Chrift  Jefus  is  faid  to  have  all 
power  given  Him,  Here,  I  think,  I  do  under- 
ftand  your  meaning;  and  am  fbrry  to  find  that 
it  falls  (b  low.  Would  your  *  Predeceflbrs  in 
this  Controverfy,  the  Anticnt  Avians^  or  Eu- 
nomians ,  have  ever  fcrupled  to  acknowledge 
that  our  Blefled  Saviour  was  Lord  over  all, 
long  before  his  Refurrediion,  or  even  his  In- 
carnation ?  That  He  was  Lord  of  all  before 
his  RefurreSiion^  is  very  plain  from  the  Scri- 
ptures, which  carry  in  them  irrefragable  Proofs 
of  it.  By  Him  were  all  Things  created  that 
are  in  Heaven,  and  that  are  in  Earth,  vifi- 
hie  and  invifible\  whether  they  be  Thrones^ 
t>r  T>ominions,  or  Principalities,  or  Towers, 

•  Antequam  faccret  Univcrfa,  omnium  Futurorum  Dcus  &  Do- 
minus,  Rex  &  Creator  crat  Conftitutus.  Volunrate  &  prxcepto 
(  Dei  Patrh  fui)  Caclcftia  &  Tcrrcftria,  vifibilia  &  invifibiJia, 
Corpora  &  Spiritus,  cx  nuUis  exftantibus,  ut  efTcnt,  fua  virtute 
fecit.  Sfrm.  ArUnor.  0pHd  Antufi.  Tom.  8*  P»  611. 

ail 
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all  Jbings  were  created  by  Htm,  and  for 
Him;  and  He  is  before  all  Things^  and  by 
Him  mil  Things  conjiff.  Col.  i.  i6,  17.  Thou 
Lard  in  the  beginning  haji  laid  the  Founda^ 
im  of  the  Earthy  and  the  Heavens  are  the 
"jmks  of  thine  Hands ^  *Hcb.  i.  10. 

^  It  U  ms  without  good  Reafon  that  wi  underfiAnd  Hcbr.  i.  lO. 
ifCbrifi. 

I .  Tif9  caatext  it  /elf  favcrs  it*  Thi  Verfe  bigins  with,  xtti  irv, 
which  proterly  refers  to  the  fame  who  was  fpoken  of  immediately  be- 
fofi  uf  the  fecond  Ferfon.  The  vu  preceding  and  o-v  following*  an* 
fmar  to  tMch  other.  A  change  of  Perfon^  whtU  the  fame  ^ Ay  of  ffeak  • 
gag  a  furfued^  mufi  appear  unnatural, 

«.  The  {cope  md  intent  of  the  Author  was  to  fet  forth  the  Honour 
ami  Dignity  of  the  Son  above  the  Angels  i  and  no  Circumfiance  could 
he  Mire  proper  than  that  of  his  Creating  the  World. 

1.  If  He  had  omitted  it.  He  had  fatd  lefs  than  Himfelf  had  done 
befin,  m  Verfe  the  idf  of  which  this  feems  to  be  Explanatory^  and  as 
He  had  brought  froofs  from  the  Old  Teftament  for  fever al  other 
Articles^  nothing  could  be  more  proper  or  more  pertinent,  than  to 
bring  a  Proof,  from  thence,  of  this  alfo, 

4*  Declaring  Him  to  be  Jehovah,  and  Creator  of  the  XJniverfe 
might  be  very  proper  to  fljow  that  He  W4s  no  miniflring  Spirit, 
but  rvwd-^^  i  to  fit  at  the  r^ghc  Hand  of  God,  which  immediate^ 
foUews, 

5.  To  introduce  a  Pajfage  here  about  God's  immutability  or  (la- 
bi1it]r>  tnufi  appear  very  abrupt,  and  not  pertinent  j  becanfe  the  Angels 
alfo,  in  their  Order  and  Degree,  reap  the  Benefit  of  God*s  ll ability 
and  iaiiQutabiiity.  And  the  j^eftion  was  not  about  the  duration 
and  continuance,  but  about  the  fubiimiry  and  excellency  of  their 
re/fe3ize  Nattsres  and  Dignities, 

6.  1  iw^fy  add ,  that  this  Senfe  is  very  confonant  to  Antiquity ; 
wy^ch  every  where  fpeaks  of  the  Son  as  Creator,  and  in  as  high  and 

Jlrng  Terms:  fuch  as  Thefe,  rt^tl-nn,  Af/Lbty^vo^,  tm^t^^:  itt^f^vuf^ 
ufytXm,  ^  TTuvtiif,  T  cXtif,  toI;  rsTfJuidj  and  the  like  i  Teftimonies 
whereof  will  occurr  hereafter,  Barnabas,  (peaking  of  the  Sun  in  fhf 
Heavens,  calls  it  s^pp  ;t«pSi>  kutpJ,  meaning  Chrijl;  tho*  thc^e*s 

fome  dtipiite  about  the  Reading:  of  which  fee  Grab.  Noc.  in  Bvill. 
D.  F.  p.  23. 

Thefe  Confiderations  feem  fufjicient  to  overthrow  the  Pretences  of 
a  late  IVriter,  Examin.  of  Dr.  Bennet  on  Trin.  p.  40.  As  to  former 
'Exceptions  to  this  Verfe,  They  are  confider^d  and  confuted  by  BijJjJp 
Bull,  ]ud.  £lccl.  p*  43.  See  aH'o  Sureahuf.  in  loc.  p.  609. 

H  4  C^tt 
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Can  you  imagine  that  the  Son  could  beCr^if- 
tor  and  Treferver  of  all  Things  from  the  Be- 
ginning; and  yet  not  be  Lord  over  all  till 
after  his  Reftirredion  ?  If  this  does  not  fatisfy 
you,  return  to  Joh.  i.  i.  He  was  ®io$  before 
the  World  was,  by  your  own  Acknowlcdge- 
jpent ;  which  being  a  word  of  Office  and  imply- 
ing ^ominlon^  He  was  certainly  Lord,  as  ^oon 
as  ever  there  was  any  Thing  for  Him  to  be 
Lord  over.  And  when  He  came  into  the 
fForldy  the  World  that  was  made  by  Him^ 
(Joh.i.io  )  He  came  unto  his  own,  (Joh.i.ii.) 
Surely  then,  He  was  Lord  over  all  long  before 
his  Rcfiirredion. 

You  will  ask,  it  may  be,  what  then  is  the 
jncaning  of  thofe  Texts  which  you  have 
quoted?  How  was  all  Tower  given  Him^ 
according  to  Matt.  28.18?  Or  how  were  all 
Things  then  fut  under  his  Feet,  according  to 
Efhef.i.  22?  Nothing  is  more  eafy  than  to 
anfwer  you  This.  The  Aoy^s^  or  Word,  was, 
from  the  Beginning,  Lord  over  all\  but  the 
God  incarnate,  the  ©eaFSp^Tro^,  or  God-Man, 
was  not  fo,  till  after  the  Reforredion.  Then 
He  received,  in  that  Capacity,  what  He  had 
ever  enjoy 'd  in  another.  Then  did  He  receive 
that  full  Tower,  in  Both  Natures,  which  He 
had  heretofore  poflcfs'd  in  one  only.  This  is 
very  handlbmly  reprefented  by  Hermas,  in  his 
fifth  Similitude :  where  the  *  Son  of  God  is 
Introduced  under  a  double  Capacity,  as  a  Soti, 

\  Sep  Bull.  D.  Fid.  N.  p.  38* 
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and  as  a  Servant,  in  refped  of  his  two  Natures^ 
T>rviMe  and  Human. 

"^he  Father  calling  his  Son  and  Heir  whom 
'*  He  Joved,  and  fiich  Friends  as  He  was  wont 

to  have  in  CounciU  He  tells  Them  what 
"  Coaunands  He  had  laid  upon  his  Servant; 

and  moreover  what  the  Servant  had  done; 
"  And  they  immedtatedly  congratulated  That 

Servant,  for  that  He  had  received  (b  full  ^ 

•*  Tcftimony  from  his  Lord.  {Afterwards 

the  Father  adds)     I  will  make  Him  my  Heir 

together  with  my  Son.  This  de(ign  of 

the  Lord,  both  his  Son  and  his  Friends  ap* 
"  proved,  namely,  that  this  Servant  ihould 
"  be  Heir  together  with  his  Son. 

It  is  much  CO  the  fame  purpofe  that  Origen 
fays  to  Celjus.  f  Let  thofe  our  Acculcrs 
"  {who  objeSl  to  us  our  making  a  God  of  a 
**  mortal  Man)  know,  that  {this  jf ejus)  v/hom 

we  believe  to  have  been  God,  and  the  Son 

of  God,  from  the  beginning;  is  no  other 

*(Pitcr)  adhibito  Filio  qucro  carum  &  Hzredem  habebat,  Sc  Ami- 
cis  quos  in  ConliUo  advocabat  >  indicat  ^is  qux  Servo  fuo  facienda 
roandftiTet*  quz  pnrterea  lile  feciflet.  At  Illi  protinus  gratulati 
funt  Servo  ilii,  quod  tarn  plenum  Teftimontum  Domini  affecutus 

iaiOct     ■  I  ■    volo  cum  Filio  mco  faicerc  cohan-edem   r— 

Hoc  confilium  Domini.  &  Filius,  &  Aroici  ejus  Comprobaverunr, 
at  6cret  fciiicct  Hie  Servus  Cohaeres  Filio.  Herm,  Fafi,  Sim-  f. 
c.  2.  f-  lo^  Cos.  Edit. 

}^  waif  Biof  \o9  QiS,  tSr^i  •  tcurtXi^i  ^  ir  mvr^n^i*,  M 
mir^mXif^MT   To  H  i^rvrav  hutH  vSfAtb,  luti  rig*  kt^^tnmluf  at  ttorS 

^Hf  fbiit9£4w^  Orig.  Contr.  Cdf.  I.     p.  136,  c^r. 
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than  the  Word  it  felf.  Truth  it  felf,  and 
Wifclom  it  felf:  But  we  lay  farther  that  his 
mortal  Body,  and  the  human  Soul  that  was 
therein,  by  means  of  their  moft  intimate 
•*  Connexion  to,  and  Union  with  the  W^rd, 
received  the  greateft  Dignity  imaginable,  and 
participating  of  his  Divinity,  were  taken  in- 
to  God.    It  is  difficult  to  exprefs  the  M 
force  of  tbisPafTage,  in  Englijh:  But  you  may 
fee  the  Original  in  the  Margin. 

From  hence  you  may  perceive,  how  caiy  it 
i$  to  account  for  our  Lord's  having  all  Tower 
given  Himy  after  his  Refurredion ;  given  him 
in  re(pe<a  of  his  Human  Nature^  which  was 
never  fo  high  exalted,  nor  afTumed  into  liich 
Power  and  Privil^e,  till  that  Time;  having 
before  been  under  a  State  of  Afflid:ion,  and 
Humiliation.  There  is  a  notable  Fragment  of 
Hippolytus  which  Fabricius  has  lately  given 
us  in  the  Second  Volume ;  and  which  is  io  full 
to  our  purpoie,  that  I  cannot  forbear  adding  it 
to  the  former.  Speaking  of  that  famous  Paf 
fege  in  the  Epiflle  to  the  Thili^pans^  c.  2. 
and  particularly  upon  thefe  Words;  Wherefore 
God  alfo  hath  highly  exalted  Him,  v.  9.  He 
Comments  upon  it  thus.  *  **  He  is  faid  to  be 
exalted,  as  having  wanted  it  before  ;  but  in 
relpeit  only  of  his  Humanity ;  and  He  has 
a  Name  given  Him;  as  'twere  a  Matter  of 
^*  Favor,  wloich  is  above  every  Name^  as  the 
Blefled  (Apoftle)  Tanl  cxpreflcs  it.  But 

*  Hippolytus  Vol.  2.  p.  29.  Fabric. Edit^  5fe  A  fgirelltl pUt^ 
in  Qrijci\  Com.  ij>  Job.  p»  4  ij.  *^  iu 
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in  Truth  and  Reality,  this  was  not  the  giv- 
ing  Him  any  Thing,  which  He  naturally 
had  not  from  the  Beginning:  ib  far  from  it, 
"  that  we  are  rather  to  efteem  it  his  returning 

to  what  He  had  in  the  Beginning 
"  and  unalterably ;  on  which  Account  it  is,  that 
He,  having  condelcended,  oUm/itxS^j  to  put 
"  on  the  hamble  Garb  of  Humanity^  faid,  Fa^ 
•*  thtr^  ghrifjf  me  with  the  Glory ^  which  I 
"  hdd^  Sec.  For  He  was  always  invefted  with 
**  Divine^ Glory,  having  been  Coexiftent  with 
*•  his  Father  before  all  Ages,  and  before  all 
Time,  and  the  Foimdation  of  the  World  f. 

I  hope,  this  may  fuffice  to  convince  yon, 
how  much  you  miftake;  and  how  contrary 
your  Sentiments  are  both  to  Scripture,  and  Ca- 
tholick  Antiquity,  if  you  imagine  that  the  Ao- 
v6hf  or  Word,  then  firft  began  to  be  Lor  J 
over  atl^  when  that  Honour  was  conferred  on 
the  Man  Chrift  Jefus. 

1 1  mdd  M  Psjfige  pf  No?atiao.  Ac  G  de  coelo  defceodic 
Verbum  Hoc,  taoquam  Sponfus  ad  Carnem,  ut  per  Carnis  ad- 
/umpckmcfn  FiUtts  H&mmis  iUuc  poffet  afcendere*  unde  Dfi  FiUms^ 
Vcrbom,  dcfccoderat:  Merito,  dum  per  connexionem  mutuam,  & 
Caro  Verbum  Dei  gcrit,  &  Filius  Dei  Fragilitarem  Carnis  adfumit  i 
Cum  iponfa  C^ne  Confcendens  tlluc  unde  (ine  Carne  defcendertt, 
redfit J^m  cUritatem  ilUm^  ijuam  dum  ante  mnndi  Cvnftitutionem 
hMkiilfe  pfttnditur^  Btus  mMiiftfliJltm$  Comfrobatur*    Novat.  c  13. 
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fTbetber  the  Father's  Omnifcicnce  and  Eter- 
nity are  not  one,  and  the  Jame  with  the 
Son^s  ^  being  alike  dejcribed^  and  in  the 
fame  Thrafes?  See  the  Text  above.  /.  89- 


J  Omnifiience,  is,  that  He  bath  a  reUr 
five  Omni/cience  communicated  to  Him  fnm 
the  Father  \  that  He  knows  all  Things  re- 
lating to  the  Creation  and  Government  of  the 
^niverfe ;  and  that  He  is  ignorant  of  the  ^aj 
of  Judgment, 

The  Son  then,  it  feems^  knows  all  Things, 
excepting  that  He  is  ignorant  of  many  Things  \ 
and  is  omnifcient  in  fiich  a  Senfe,  as  to  know 
infinitely  ieis,  than  one  who  is  really  omnifcu 
€^t.  Were  it  not  better  to  fzy  plainly,  that 
He  is  not  omnifcient»  than  to  (peak  of  a  rela- 
tive Omnifcience,  which  is  really  no  Omni- 
Jcience;  unlefs  an  Angel  omnifcient  ^  or  a 
Man  omnifcient^  becaufe  He  knows  all  Things 
which  He  knows  ?  What  Ground  do  you  find 
in  Scripture,  or  Antiquity,  for  yourDiftindion 
of  abfolute  and  relative  Omnifcience?  Where 
is  it  (aid,  that  He  knows  all  Things  relating  t& 
his  Office,  and  no  more  *  Or  how  can  he  be 
fo  much  as  omnifcient ,  in  this  low  Sen(e«  if 
He  knows  not,  or  k^iew  nor^  the  precifc  time 

*  Pag.  48. 
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of  the  Day  of  Juc^ent;  a  Thing  which',  one 
would  imagine,  fhoold  belong  to  his  Office  as 
much  as  any?  Matt.  14,  36.  as  well  as  Mark 
13.  31.  is  plainly  meant  only  of  the  human 
Natmre ;  and  is  to  the  lame  efTcca  with  Luk. 
X.  That  He  increased  in  fFifdom,  which 
cannoc  be  literally  underftood  of  the  Aoy®^ 
with  any  tolerable  confiflency,  even  upoa 
the  Jirian  Hyfothefis*.  You  tell  us  farther, 
that  All  the  Ante  Ricene  H^riters  underftand 
ty  tbefe  two  Texts,  that  our  Lord  as  the  Ao- 
y©*t  ^  Son  of  God^  did  not  then  know  the 
Day  of  Judgment,  (p.  49)  This  is  very  new 
indeed;  If  you  have  read  the  Ante-Ktcene 
Writers ;  you  muft  know  better :  if  you  have 
not ;  how  unaccountable  a  thing  is  it  to  talk 
thus  confidently  without  Book?  If  what  you 
(ay  was  true,  we  ihould,  without  delay,  give 
you  op  all  thefe  Writers  to  a  Man ;  and  never 
more  pretend  to  quote  any  Ante-Nicene  Fa- 

•  A  Uti  U^rittf  McquMfHs  us,  in  the  Name  of  Dr.  Clarke  ani  th 
Ariaos,  (/  frtfumtf  mthoat  their  leave)  "  that  the  word  rcall/ 
**  emptied  it  felf^  imd  became  like  the  RatiofiMl  Soul  of  another  Man* 
*«  which  is  limited  bj  the  Bodily  Organs  5  and  is,  in  a  manner,  dor* 
•*  mnt  in  Infantyi  and  that  the  Word  may  bt  depriired  of  its  for^ 
*  jMT  extraordmary  Abilities     ■  in  reality,  and  grow  in  Wifdom, 

as  oihers  do.  This  is  makmg  the  Aiy&-,  Jhat  greatefi  and  befl  of 
BeiagSt  (  upon  the  Arian  Scheme)  next  to  God  Him/elf,  become  a  Child 
m  mderftandingi  tho'  once  wife  enostgh  toTrame,and  Govern  the  whole 
l/ahferfe.  The  Author  calls  it,  (I  think,  very  profanely^  The  true 
ind  great  Mydery  of  Godlinefi.  God  maoifcll  in  Fleih.  One  m^ould 
think,  wfiead  of  manifeft,  it  fhould  have  been,  confin'd.  lock'd  up 
in  TUfh  i  which  is  the  Author's  awn  Interpretation  of  this  Myftery. 
(p  16.}  IVhat  dafign  He  could  have  in  all  This,  I  know  noti  ardefs 
He  confider'd  what  Turn  Arianifm  took^  foon  after  its  Revival  at  the 
Reformation,   See  Exaoi.  of  Dr.  Rennet  on  tbt  Trin.  p.  i  16. 
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ther.  in  favour  of  the  prefeot  Orthodoxy.  Bat 
as  the  Point  is  of  great  Moment,  we  muft  re- 
quire fome  proofs  of  it :  For,  writing  of  Hiflory 
by  Invention,  is  really  Romancing.  You 
cite  Irenaus  from  *  Dr.  Clarke, ,  who  couJd 
find  no  othw :  or  elic  we  fhould  have  heard  of 
it  from  the  f?rft  Hand.  And  yet  you  cry  out, 
All\  which  is  more  than  the  learned  Dodor 
pretended  to  fay ;  who  had  his  Thoughts  about 
Him ;  and  would  not  have  let  flip  any  fair  ad- 
vantage to  the  Caufe  which  He  elpouies. 

But  has  the  Dodor  really  proved  that  Ire- 
naus  meant  fo  ?  Perhaps  not :  And  then  your 
AU,  which  was  but  one^  is  reduced  to  none. 
Two  Things  the  Dodor,  or  you,  fhoold  have' 
proved :  Firft,  That  Iren^eus  undcrftood  thofe 
Texts  of  the  Aoy®*i  or  Word,  in  that  Capacity. 
And  Secondly,  That  He  fuppofed  Him  literally 
Ignorant  of  the  Day  of  Judgment.  The  DoiSor 
knew  full  well  what  Solutions  had  been  given 
of  the  difficulty  arifing  from  this  Paflage.  Yet 
He  barely  recites  Iremeus's  Words ;  and  nei- 
ther attempts  to  prove  that  fuch  was  his  Senfe. 
fior  to  difprove  it.  You  indeed  do  obferve,  fh)m 
fome  learned  Terfon,  that  this  Paflage  of  Ire- 
mens  '-ji'ill  admit  of  no  Evajion.  For,  He  evi- 
gently  freaks  not  of  the  Son  of  Man,  but  of 
the  Son  of  God ;  even  of  That  Son  with 
"•juhom,  as  it  follows,  in  omnibus  Tater  cm- 
piunicat.  Let  this  have  its  due  Weight  2  The 
Argument  may  look  fo  far  plaufible  on  that 

♦  Scripr.  Do6lr.  p.  146.  1331. 

fide: 
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iide :  But  let  the  other  fide  be  heard  alfo,  be- 
fore we  detersrine.  ^  Biihop  BuU  has  givea 
ioflie  Reafbns,  and  weighty  ones  too,  to  mow^ 
that,  if  Irenaus  attributed  any  Ignorance  to 
Chrift,  He  did  it  in  refped:  of  his  Human 
Kstmre  only.    His  Reafbns  are. 

I.  Becaufe  Irenaus,  in  the  very  fame  Chapter^ 
^tfcribes  ablblute  Omnifcience  to  the  divint 
Kdture  ofQhxx^. 

X.  Bccaofe  He  every  where  clfe  (peaks  of  the 
Sod,  as  of  one  perfedly  acquainted  with  the 
Nature^  and  fFill,  of  the  Father. 

3.  Becaofe  the  lame  ^Ireuieus  upbraids  the 
Gnojiicks  for  their  Folly,  in  alcribing  any  De- 
grcc  of  ]^orance  to  their  pretended  Sophia^  or 
Wiidom.  How  then  could  He  imagine  that  the 
true  Sdfhia^  Wifflom  it  feif,  could  be  ignorant 
of  any  Thing  ? 

4.  Becaufe  the  (ame  Irenaus  ^  ufes  an  Argu- 
ment againft  the  Valentinians,  who  pretended 

1  Dcf.  F.  N.  p.  81.  Comp,  Brcv.  Animadvr.  m  G.  CI.  105-6. 

b  Sf  iritus  Salvatoris,  qui  in  eo  efl*  Scrutatur  omDia,  6c  Altitu- 
dioes  Dei,  /.  2.  c.  18.  p,  158. 

c  SetL  2.  c,  18.  p.  140.  Iren.  Quomodo  autem  non  vanum  eft, 
<)uod  etiam  Sophiam  ejus  dicunt  in  ignorantia  fuifTe?  Hxc 

cofiD  aliena  funt  a  SophiM,  &  contraria  ■  ubi  enim  eft  Impro- 
viJtmiM  &  Ignorantia  utilicatist  ibi  Sophia  non  eft. 

d  Inru  /.  a«  r.  if,  p,  ifi,  Ed.  Bened,  In  quantum  minor  eft. 
ab  eo  qui  fa^us  non  eft  8c  qui  iempcr  idem  eft,  ille  qui  hodid 
hdtas  eft  dc  initium  fa^urc  accepit :  in  tantum.  /ecundum  fcien^ 
ti*m  &  ad  invefiigandum  caufas  omnium*  minorem  cfte  eo  qui  fe* 
fir.  Non  enim  infedtus  cs,  O  Homo,  neque  Temper  co-exiftebas 
Deo,  ficut  proprium  ejus  Verbum :  Sed  propter  eminentcro  Boni- 
tatem  ejus,  nunc  initium  Fadhine  accipiens,  fcnflm  difcis  a  Verbo 
difpofitiones  Dei,  qui  Tc  fecit.  Jho  whole  Tajf^ge  is  fnller  to  the 
Fffifit, 

to 
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to  know  all  Things,  which  plainly  (iippofes 
that  Chrift  is  omuifcient.  The  Argument  is 
This.  You  are  not  eternal  and  uncreated^  as 
the  Son  of  God  is  and  therefore  cannot  pre- 
(eqd  to  be  omnifcient,  as  He  is. 

It  might  have  concerned  you  to  anlwer  thefc 
ileafons,  and  to  make  the  Good  Father,  at  leaft^ 
confident  with  Himfelf,  before  you  lay  claim 
to  his  Authority  for  your  fide  of  the  QueAion. 
However,  I  am  periuaded,  that,  as  Bifhop  Bull 
ts  very  right  in  determining  that  Iren£us  could 
not  mean  to  afcribe  any  degree  of  Ignorance  to 
the  Aoy©-,  or  divine  Nature  of  Chrift;  fo, 
you  are  right  fo  far,  in  the  other  Point,  that 
Irenaus  is  to  be^nderftood  of  the  Ao^^,  in 
what  He  fays.  And  now  the  Queftion  will  be, 
whether  He  really  afcribes  Ignorance  to  Him. 
or  only  feems  to  do  (b,  co  an  unattentive 
B^eader. 

Irenaus's  Words,  I  conceive,  will  moft  na- 
turally bear  this  following  Interpretation,  or 
Paraphrafe.    •*  *  If  any  one  inquires  on  what 

Account  the  Father  who  communicates  in 

*  Si  quis  exquirac  caufam,  propter  quam  in  omnibus  Pater  com- 
iRunicans  Fiiio>  folus  fcire  &  Horam  Sc  Diem  a  Domino  maoi- 
Iclhtus  edi  Deque  aptabilem  magis,  neque  decentiorem»  nec  fine 
periculo  alteram  quam  hmc  inveniat,  in  prsefcnti,  (quoniam  enim 
Solus  Vcrax  Magifter  eft  DominusJ  ut  difcamus  per  Ipfum  foper 
omnia  eflTe  Patrcm.  Etenim  Fattr^  ait,  Major  me  eft.  Et  fecundum 
Agnitionem  itaque  prxpofitus  elTe  Pater  annuntiatus  c(l  a  Domino 
noflro;  ad  hoc,  ut  &c  nos,  in  quantum  in  figura  hujus  mundi  fu- 
p^us,  perfe^am  fcientiam,  &  tales  quzfiiones  concedamus  Deoi 
Ic  ne  lorte  quftrinces  oc.  Iren.  L  i.  c,  28.  f.  \  %^»  159. 
He  had  faU  befor; 

pominifs,  ipfc  Filius  Dei,  ipfum  Judicii  Diem  &  tioram  con* 

all 
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all  Things  with  the  Son,  {and  confequently 
in  ali  Knowledge,  and  particularly  in  that 
*•  of  the  ^ay  of  Judgment^  \i  yet  here  fet 
"  firth  as  the  only  Perfon  knowing  that  Day 
and  Hour ;  He  cannot,  fo  far  as  I  at  prefenc 
apprehend,  find  any  fitter  or  more  decent, 
or  indeed  any  other  lafe  Anfwer  than  this^ 
*•  (confidering  that  our  Lord  is  a  Teacher  of 
"  Tmtb,  and  mufi  mean  fomething  by  it)  that 
^*  it  was  to  indrud:  us,  as  from  Himlclf,  thac 
*•  the  Father  is  abovi  all,  according  to  what 
He  ftys  elfcwhere,  for  the  Father  is  greater 
tbam  1.  And  therefore  the  Father  is  declared 
to  have  the  Priority  and  Preference  in  refpe<JI: 
of  Knowledge,  by  our  Lord  Himfelf,  for  an 
Example  to  us ;  that  we  ahb,  while  we  live 
and  convcrfe  here  below,  may  learn  to  refer 
"  the  Pcrfedlion  of  Knowledge,  and  all  intricate 
"  Queftions  to  God. 

The  defigd  of  Irenaus  was  to  check  the  vairt 
Preiumption,  and  Arrogance  of  the  Gnofticks^ 
pretending  to  learch  into  the  deep  Things  of 
God.  And  the  Argument  He  had  us'd  was  this; 
that  our  Lord  Himfelf  was  pleased  to  refer  the 
knowledge  of  the  Day  of  Judgment  to  the  Fa- 
ther only ;  as  it  were  on  purpofe  to  Teach  us, 
that  while  we  converle  here  below,  ic  becomes 

ceffit  fdrc  (bium  Patrem,  maAifcfte  diccns:  it  Die  autem  illo  Sc 
Htrm  nem§  fctt,  tuque  Filius,  nifi  Veittf  folus.  Si  igitur  fcicntiani 
did  ilHus,  Filius  non  erubuit  referre  ad  Patrem,  icd  dixit  quod 
fenim  eft;  ncqoe  tios  ^erubeTcamus ,  quab  funt  in  quaellionibu^ 
.majora  fecuhdum  nos,  refcrvare  Deo>  f»  if8.  * 

i  Its 
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us  not  to  pretend  to  high  Things ;  bat  to  Itave 
the  deep  Things  of  God,  to  God  alone.  This 
is  his  Argument,  and  a  very  good  one  it  is. 
But  the  good  Father  apprehending  chat  what 
He  had  laid  of  our  bleflcd  Saviour,  might  be 
liable  to  Exception,  and  be  mifuoderftood $ 
conies  afterwards  to  explain  his  Sed(e.  more  at 
large.  He  is  fenfible  of  the  danger  of  aicribiog 
any  thing  like  Ignorance  to  our  bleHed  Lord^ 
on  one  haud ;  and  as  fenfible  of  the  dac^er  of 
contradiiling  the  Text,  on  the  other.  ^Msmn 
enim  folus  ver^x  Magifter  efi  ^Jominus^  in 
as  much  as  what  Chri^  has  /aid  mujl  be  true\ 
in  ibme  Senfe  or  other.  Dr.  Clarke  flipp'd  ojirer 
thefe  Words  in  his  Tranflation  of  the  PaaH^e, 
1  fuppofe  by  inadvertency :  But  they  may  fcrvc 
to  give  light  to  the  reft.  For  the  difiiculty  lay 
here :  How  can  it  be  true  that  the  Father  com- 
municates in  all  things,  and  confequently  in 
the  knowledge  of  the  Day  of  Judgment,  to  the 
Son ;  and  yet  our  Saviour  lay  true,  in  afirib* 
ing  that  particular  knowledge  to  the  Father  on- 
ly ?  His  anlvver  iS|  that  v  e  are  thereby  taught 
to  refer  every  thing  to  the  Father,  as  the  Origin 
ffal  of  all  Things.  To  Him  Knowledge  ought 
to  be  frincifally^  and  in  the  firft  place^  a/crib* 
ed :  Our  Saviour  therefore  Himlelf  yields  to 
Him  the  preference^  as  became  Him.  efpcci- 
ally  here  on  Earth:  not  as  if  He  knew  left, 
but  bccaufe  what  He  knew.  He  knew  by  Com- 
munication from  the  Father;  to  whom  there* 
fore  He  refers  liich  fccrcts  as  it  was  not  pro- 
per 
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to  reveal,  nor  iit  for  Mcd  to  eDquire 

r. 

lur  this  \%  all  that  Irenaus  mcaot,  may 
loably  be  thought ;  not  only  becaufc  orber^ 
It  would  be  utterly  iaconfiftent  with  many 
parrs  of  his  Writings,  as  has  been  before 
ired  :  bar  alio,  becaulc  ieveral  ExprcHions. 
s.very  Padage,  lead  to  it.  Had  He  really 
red  the  divine  Aoyig)*.  or  fVord^  ro  be 
tlfy  Iguorant ;  why  Ihould  He  be  fb  ap- 
oHvc  of  thq  difficulty  of  tfaoie  Texts? 
j|b  couccrn'd  about  the  fitneis,  and  de* 
'of  his  Interpretation  ;  and  that  it  might 
we  /^ericulo'i  The  danger  was,  in  inter- 
g  leeixiingly  againft  the  Text,  to  find  a 

for  the  Son's  Omnilcience.  For  this  rea* 
does  not  ask,  why  the  Father  only 
(nor,  cur  Tater  folus  fcivit)  but  why, 
what  Account  {Jclus  fcire  manifejiatus 
ic  was  reprefented  as  alone  knowing; 
■jc  only  was  fatd  to  know.  He  docs  not 
as  the  DoAor's  Tranflation  infinuates,  that 
ather  is  more  knowing  than  the  Son ;  but 
ofitus  only;  which  (ignines  fet  before^ 
ng  the  Preference ,  or  the  like;  which 
be  conceived ,  tlio*  He  be  equally  know- 

and,  for  the  greater  Caution,  it  is  not 
ablblutely,  fraf  ofitus  ejl :  but  prapofitus 
annuntiatus  eft :  He  is  declared  to  have 
Preference :  So  that  the  Qucftion  ,  with 
t£us ,  is  not  why  the  Father  is  Superior 
^nowl^dge ;  but  why,  fmce  Father  and  Son 
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are  equally  knowing,  our  Saviour  makes  fiich  a 
Declaracion  as  gave  the  Preference  to  the  Father. 
And  the  Rcafon$  which  He  afligns,  arc  very 
much  to  the  purpofe. 

1.  To  inftrud:  us.  that  the  Father  is  the 
Fountain  and  Original,  even  of  the  Soa  Him- 
felf. 

a.  Becaufe,  in  his  then  prefent  State  of  Con- 
tJefcenfion,  ic  became  Him  to  refer  all  to  the 
Father. 

3.  Becaule  it  may  be  an  ufeful  Example  of 
Humility  and  Modefty  to  us,  that  we;'  mtich 
rather,  while  we  are  here  below,  may  not  pte- 
tend  to  high  Things. 

Upon  the  whole ;  it  may  appear,  that  Jre- 
ft/ctis's  Solution  of  the  difficulty  is  the  very  fame 
with  That  which  the  *Do(ftor  quotes  from  St. 
BaJF/,  who  had  learned  it  from  a  Child  : 
Namely  this,  "  That  our  Lord  meant  to  afcribc 

to  the  Father,  the  firft,  (i.  e.  the  primary^ 

original)  Knowledge  of  Things  Prefent,  and 
**  Future;  and  to  declare  to  the  World,  that 

He  is  in  all  Things  the  firfl:  Caufe.  As  the 
Son  is  God  of  God^  and  Light  of  Light  \  fa 
it  is  proper  to  fay,  Omnifcience  of  Omnifct- 
ence,  &c.  The  Attributes  being  derivative,  in 
the  (ame  Senfc,  as  the  EfTence  is:  Which  is  St. 
Bafil's  meaning ;  and,  I  think,  Irenaus'ij. 

This  Defence  may  be  fairly  and  joilly  made 
for  Ircnaus,  luppofmg  that  what  he  laid,  was 
meant  of  the  Aoy©",  or  divine  Nature,  as  fuch: 

♦  5ff//r.  D9^r.  p.  147,  148.  aim  134,  ijy. 

To 
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*  •  Cowilcilor  before  the  Foundation  of  the  World 

*0«ym  is  pretty  Jai^e  upon  the  very  Texts 
whereof  we  have  been  fpeakiog.  He  gives  fc- 
veial  laterprecatioos :  but  it  is  obfer vable,  that 
He  ftudiouily  endeavors  to  6nd  fbme  Solu- 
0011 .  which  may  acquit  the  Aiy®*  from  the 
Imputation  of  being  literally  Ignorant  of  the 
Day  of  Judgment.  What  Origen's  Opinion 
was  of  Chrift's  OmnifciencCj  you  may  al/b  fee 
*  eiiewherc.  To  confirm  what  hath  been  /aid» 
one  general  Remark  I'll  leave  with  you« 

The  Sabellian  Controverfy  began  early,  and 
laded  long  in  the  Church.  The  Difpute  was» 
whether  Father  and  Son  were  one  and  the  fame 
Hyfffimfa^  or  Terfon.  Had  the  Catholicks  in- 
terpreted thefe  two  Texts,  as  you  pretend  They 
did,  there  could  not  have  been  any  Thing 
more  deciAve  againft  the  SabelUans.  Ter^ 
tullian.  you  know,  encountered  them  in  a 

getty  large  Book,  his  Book  againft  Traxeas ; 
ipfolytus  entered  the  Lifts  againft  Noetus% 
and  his  Book  is  ftiU  extant ;  Eufebius's  famed 
Piece,  againft  Marcellus^  is  to  the  fame  pur- 
port ;  Several  Fragments  befides,  of  other  Au- 
thors, remain.  Plcafe  to  look  them  over ;  and 
fee  if  t  you  can  find  any  one  of  Them  combat- 

*  Hood.  30.  19  Mat. 

*  Comm.  io  ]oh.  p.  i8«  Huet.  Ed.  He  pnts  tht  very  ^uefthn, 
wU^kn  fhs  Sd»  knows  all  that  tht  Fsthtr  Imows^  and  determtnts  m 
tbt  Affirmative i  SUmini  thoff  who,  undfr  pr§ttnc9  VMgMf/mg  tht 
trntfur »  fr^umid  to  dny  it*  Jh$  Pajf^ii  $s  f4ubrr  tgo  bug  /f  U 
Arr#  mfirted, 

+  Tcnulliap  indifd  eitu  tki  Text,  in  pajf^gi  drMwiiig  4«y 
fiuh  JiriHtnent^  as  I  mfarh  frept  it.  What  memit  wifij^i  pawn 
ktm^n^  under  ^erjf  idch» 

1 4  ing 
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ing  thcSaielliansmth  thefc  Texts:  And  if  you 
cannot;  cither  be  content  to  own.  that  it  was 
a  very  ftrange  and  unaccountable  Omifllon  in 
thofe Writers;  or  elle  that  they  had  quite  other 
Notions  of  Things,  than  you  have  hitherto 
imagined.  The  Arians  you  find  afterwards, 
perpetually  almoft,  teazingthe  Catholicks  with  ^^ 
thole  Texts:  Strange  they  fliould  never  hav^/ 
been  infifted  on  againft  the  Sabelltans^  beiagT 
lb  full  to  the  purpoie;  efpecially  if,  as  yoiji 
fiippofc,  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers  were  theni- 
felves  of  that  Perfwafion,  which  was  afterwards 
called  Avian.  It  is  evident  that  the  Sahelliims 
muft  have  underftood  the  Texts,  if  they  are  to 
be  taken  literally ,  of  the  Man  Chrifi  Jejus 
only.  Other  wile  there  had  been  a  raanifeft  re- 
pugnancy, in  the  Words,  not  the  Son,  but  the 
Father ;  fincc  they  fuppofed  Father  and  Son 
one  and  the  fame  Hypojiajis.  It  is  as  plain, 
that  they  muft  have  thought  that  the  Catholicks 
agreed  with  them  in  that  Expofition ;  other- 
wile  they  would  have  charged  them,  not  only 
with  Tritheijm,  but  with  the  denial  of  the 
Son's  effential  "Divinity.  It  docs  not  appear 
that  thole  Texts  ever  came  into  Controverfy 
j[)ctwixt  Them;  or  were  ever  urged  by  the 
Catholicks ;  fo  that  Both  leem  to  have  agreed 
ip  the  fame  Interpretation.  So  much  fpr  the 
Point  of  Omnifcience. 

I  come  next  to  confider  what  you  have  tQ 
pbjedl  to  my  Argument  for  the  Son's  Eternity. 
I  had  put  it  upon  this ;  that  it  is  dcfcribed  iu 
*  '  '  ^      ^   *  ^    ■  '  "  "  "  tba 
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rhc  iame  Phrafes.  with  God  the  Father's;  which, 
one  would  think,  ihould  be  high  enough.  Yoa 
tell  me  that  the  Son's  Metaphyfical  Eternity 
is  M§  where  exprejly  revealed.  What  the  fine 
word,  Metaphyfical^  fignifies  here,  I  know  not. 
If  bfS  Eternity  is  revealed,  it  is  enough  for  me. 
That  I  underftand  to  be  revealed,  in  theie  two 

Toccs,  Rev.  i,  17.  xi.  13.  /  am  the  firfi^ 

Mi  I  am  the  laft.  I  am  Alpha  and  Omega, 
the  Beginning  and  the  End.  That  rhefe,  and 
the  like  Phrales  refpei^  duration,  appears  from 
I/a.  43.  10.  compared  with  Ifa.  44  6.  In  the 
latter,  the  Words  are ;  /  am  the  firft,  and  I 
am  the  laft,  and  be  fides  mc  there  is  no  God 
The  former,  exprefling  the  fame  Thought,  runs 
rhu«?:  Before  me  was  there  no  God  formed, 
neither  jhall  there  be  after  me.  The  Phrafe 
of  A  and  £1^  Full  and  Lad,  is,  in  like  manner, 
explained  Rev.  i.  8.  I  am  Alpha  and  Omega, 
the  Beginning  and  the  Ending,  faith  the  Lord, 
"juhich  is,  and  which  was,  and  which  is  to 
come.  The  Phrafe  then  rcfpeds  duration  i 
and  it  is  applied  to  our  bleflcd  Saviour,  as  harh 
been  ihown;  Rev.  i.  17.  —  22.13.  Therefore 
there  was  no  God  before  Him :  Therefore  He  is, 
in  the  ftridcft  Senle.  Eternal.  You  fty,  the 
Obje£lor  hath  not  brought  one  Text  of  Scri- 
pture that  at  all  proveth  it. '  I  did  not  pro- 
duce all  the  Texts  proper  upon  that  Head :  I 
defign'd  Brevity.  Bcfides,  I  had  a  mind  to  re- 
move the  Caulc,  fromCriticilin  upon  Words,  to 

^  CmfMTi  Mlfi  Ifa.  48* 
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one  plain  and  affciaing  Argunaent:  viz.  That 
the  Proof  the  *y(?«V  Eternity  (Iwds  upon  the 
lame  Foot,  in  Scripture,  with  the  Proof  of  the 
Fdther's ;  and  is  exprcls*d  io  as  (Irong  Words. 
And  for  this,  I  appeal,  as  to  the  Texts  ^ve 
cited^  lb  alfo  to  ^rov.  8.  ix,  &c.  which  you 
allow  to  be  fpokcn  of  the  MeJJias.  The  orir 
ginal  Word,  which  we  tranflate,  from  Ever- 
hjiing%  is  the  very  fame  with  what  we  meet 
with  in  TfaL^o.x.  where  alfo  we  find  a  pa- 
rallel Defcription  of  Eternity^  applied  to  the 
one  God.  See  alfo  Tfal.  93.  ^.  I  allow  your 
Obfervation,  that  the  Hebrew  word  may,  and 
jbmetimes  does,  (ignify  a  limited,  as  well  as 
it  does»  at  other  times*  an  unlimited  Duration* 
And  therefore  I  do  not  ky  all  the  ftrefe  of  my 
Argument  upon  the  critical  meaning  of  tlie 
Word;  but  upon  That,  and  other  Circom- 
fiances  taken  together:  particularly  this  Cir- 
cumftance ;  that  the  Eternity  of  the  Father  is 
defcribed  in  the  (ame  Manner,  and  in  the  fame 
Phrafes,  with  the  other ;  as  by  Comparing 
TfaL  90.  %.  with  Trov,  8.  xi,  ^c.  and  Rev. 
\.  (fuppofing  that  Text  to  be  meant  of  the 
Father)  with  Rev.  x%.  ij.  may  fully  appear. 
I  do  not  argue  from  a  fmgle  Phrafc,  or  the  par- 


•  l^fvf  tift  MountMms  wen 
kronvht  forthi  iver  thou  httdfi 
formed  the  Earth  and  the  World : 
even  frnm  everUfiingt  Thou  art 
^o4jk  Pfalt  2« 


The  Lord  fojfefs^d  me  mth&Se^ 
g'nmin^  ofhu  me^.Meieehtsmehe^ 
of  old*  I  iTAf  fet  from  everiafi^ 
iwg,  from  the  ^ginnmg,  »  ever 
the  Earth  woe  ~  ^rfitnelm 
Mount atns  were  fettled  \  kefanfh^ 
Hills,  was  I  broHikt  forth*  PtOY« 

ticuiar 


Qii-Vll.       of  Jim  QUERIES.  tij 

ricular  force  of  it;  but  from  feveral\  and  thrfe 
equally  applied  to  Both :  as  it  were  on  purpofe 
to  intimate,  that  though  thcfe  Phrafcs  Jinghf 
might  bear  a  limited  Senle ;  yet  confidering  that 
God  had  made  choice  of  them,  as  mod  figpi^ 
(leant  to  expreis  his  own  duration ;  and  again 
made  choice  of  the  very  iame,  out  of  many 
others,  to  exprefi  his  Son^s  duration  too,  we 
might  from  thence  be  taught  to  believe  that 
the  Son  is  Co  eternal  with  Him. 

You  arc  fenfible  of  the  Objedion  lying  is- 
gainft  you;  namely,  that  there's  no  certain 
Proof,  according  to  your  way  of  reafoning,  of 
the  Eternity  of  the  Father,  in  the  Old  Tefta- 
inenr :  And  fb  relblute  you  are  in  this  Matter, 
that,  rather  than  admit  the  Son  to  be  eternal 
too,  you  arc  content  to  leave  us  in  the  Dark, 
fb  far  as  the  Old  Teftament  goes,  about  the 
other.  But,  for  a  Salvo  to  the  Father's  Eter^ 
nity,  you  obfcrve,  that  it  is  emphatically  ex- 
prcfi'd  in  the  Kew  Teftament  (Rom.  i.  xo.) 
forgetting  that  the  word'AiJio^  occurs  but  ♦  once 
more,  in  the  New  Teftament ;  and  then  fignifies 
eternal  in  a  limited  Senfc  only,  or  a  farte poft, 
as  the  Schools  fpeak.  Well  then,  for  any  thing 
I  fee  to  the  contrary,  we  muft  contentedly  go 
away,  without  any  Scriprarc  Proof  of  the  Eter- 
nity of  the  Father  \  for  fear  it  fhould  oblige  us 
to  take  in  the  Son^s  alfo.  And  this,  indeed,  is 
what  you  are  before-hand  apprchenfive  of,  and 
prepared  for  j  and  therefore  it  is  that  you  tell 
us,  that  there  u^fears  no  necejpty  at  ^11^  that 
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the  Attribute  Eternity  Jhould  be  diftlnSlI^ 
revealed  with  re/peSi  to  the  Father ;  whfe 
JSternity  our  reafon  infallibly  ajfures  us  of, 
(p.  yo.)  Infallibly  alTuresr  So  you  (ay;  and,  I 
believe,  in  my  own  way,  I  might  be  able  to 
maintain  your  Aflertion.  But  I  profeis  to  you, 
that  I  do  not,  at  prcfent,  apprehend,  how,  «/- 
on  your  Principles,  you  will  be  able  to  make 
any  complcar  Demonftration  of  it.  It  would 
be  ridiculous  to  talk  of  proving  from  Reafon 
only,  without  Revelation,  that  the  Perlbn 
whom  we  call  the  Father,  the  God  of  Jews 
and  Chrijiians,  is  the  Eternal  God.  I  will 
therefore  preftme  that  you  mean,  by  Reafon, 
Reafon  and  Revelation  Both  together;  and  if 
you  efFecJhially  prove  your  Point  from  Both,  it 
fhall  foffice.  You  can  demonftrate  that  there 
ipuft  be  fome  eternal  God,  in  the  metaphyjical 
Senle,  as  you  call  it,  of  thefe  Words:  But  fincc 
the  Father,  the  God  of  Jews  and  Chrijiians, 
has  not  declared,  cither  that  He  is  Eternal^  or 
God,  in  the  metaphyfical  Scnfc  ;  it  does  not  ap- 
j^ear  how  He  is  at  all  concern^  in  it.  He  has 
iaid,  indeed,  that  there  is  no  God  bejides  Hiin\ 
but  as  He  did  not  mean  it  in  the  metaphyfkal 
Senle,  there  may  be  Another,  in  that  Senle^ 
kejides  Him,  notwithftanding :  Nay,  it  is  cer- 
tain there  are  and  have  been  other  Gods;  evea 
in  the  fame  Senfe :  For  Mofes  was  a  God  uo- 
to  Tharaoh\  and  Chrift  is  God;  and  therefore 
this  cannot  be  literally  true.  It  can  only  mean» 
tbflx  He  is  emphatically  Godw  in  fome  iei|>ecSt  oi: 
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other ;  perhaps  as  being  God,  of  our  Syftem ; 
or  God  of  the  Jews  and  Chrtjitans,  his  /^r«* 
Hum.  It  is  true.  He  has  called  Himlelf  Je- 
hwiA\  which  if  it  (ignified  neceflary-exiftence 
and  independence,  it  would  be  an  irrefragable 
Proof  of  his  being  the  eternal  God.  But  it 
uofbrtunarely  happens  that  Jehovah  fignificj 
no  more  than  aPerlbn  of  Honour  and  Integrity, 
who  is  true  to  his  Word,  and  perjbrms  his 
Trtmifes  (/.  19.)  He  has  farther  declared  Him* 
fclf  to  be  Creator  of  the  World :  But  this  ex* 
ercije  of  creating,  being  finite^  does  not  ne- 
cejffarify  infer  an  infinite  Subject,  (p.48. ) 
Befides  that  this  Office  and  Character,  relative 
to  ns^  fre-Jupfofes  not^  nor  is  at  all  more 
ferfeB  for^  the  eternal  faft  duration  of  his 
Being,  (See  p.  yo.)    What  (hall  I  think  of 


terly  non-pluls'd;  and  therefore  muft  defire 
you,  whenever  you  favor  me  with  a  reply, 
to  make  out  your  Demonftracion.  But  let  us 
proceed. 

Having  given  us  a  Reafbn,  why  it  was  not 
neccflTary  that  the  fiifpofed  Eternity  of  the  Fa* 
ther  ihould  be  revealed,  you  go  on  to  acquaint 
us,  why  it  was  not  needful  to  declare  the  fup* 
fofed  Eternity  of  the  Son.  And  here  you  give 
either  two  Reafbns,  or  one;  I  hardly  know 
whether.  His  Office  and  Chamber,  you  (ay, 
relative  to  us,  does  not  p^efup^ofe  it.  I  know 
that  very  wile  and  judicious  Men  have  thought, 
that  it  does  frefuffofe  it.    Bifliop  Bull,  for 


own,  I  am  ut- 


inftance. 
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iodaoce,  has  ipokc  adamtAly  well  upon  that 
Head.  But  the  Pa/Tage  beiog  coo  long  to  tm* 
fcribc,  I  lhall  only  refer  to  it  *.  How  you  cooie 
to  take  for  granted  a  Thing  which  you  kjoow 
Qothing  of,  and  which  it  is  impoffihle  either  &r 
YoUy  or  any  Man  el(e  to  prove,  I  know  not. 
It  is  very  manifcft  that,  unle&  you  have  a  Mi 
Idea  of  the  whole  Work  of  KodemptioOt  and 
can  tell  as  well  what  belongs  to  a  Redeemer* 
and  a  Judge  of  the  whole  Untverfe^  <is  yw  can 
what  belongs  to  a  Rcillor  of  a  Panih^  you  can 
pals  no  certain  Judgement.  No  Man  can  cer- 
tainly define  the  utnu>ft  of  what  was  iieq|fi4 
in  the  Cale^  bccaufe  no  Man  caa  dive  into  the 
tttmofl  depth  -of  it.  Ther^  may  ^e  more  xliaa 
Vou,  or  or  perh^s  Ange^,  caa  &e«  in 
that  myilerious  Difpenlaticn ;  and  therefore  it 
is  the  height  of  Prelumption  to  pronounce,  that 
any  Power,  lefs  than  Infinite,  mright  he  equal  to 
it.  I  do  not  fay  that  the  Arguo^eat  £ot  Chrid's 
divinity,  drawn  fiom  the  greatnds  of  the  Work 
of  Redemption,  and  the  Honours  conlequent 
upon  it,  amounts  to  a  perfe<^  Demonftration : 
But  this  I  fay,  and  am  very  clear  in  what  I  (ay^ 
that  it  is  much  furer  arguing  for  iht  j^ffirma^ 
five,  from  what  we  know;  than  tor  the 
gativ^>,  from  what  wc  know  nor.  It  is  pofli* 
ole  our  Proof  may  not  be  fufficient :  But  it  is, 
a  friori^  impofTible  that  your's  lliould.  Whc- 
ther  we  can  maintain  our  Point,  may  perhaps 
be  a  Queftion :  but  it  is  out  of  all  QucftioUj 
that  you  cannot  maintain  your's. 
ifc  j«jic.  Ecd.  f .  Having 
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Havii^  anfwer'd  this  your  firft  Reason,  why 
it  was  not  nece^iary  to  reveal  the  Son's  Eter- 
nity. I  proceed  to  the  remaiDiog  Words  %  which 
if  I  perfe^y  tinderftood*  I  might  know  whe- 
ther cbey  are  a  diftindl  Reafbn,  or  only  an  Ap- 
pendage to  che  fbriner.    They  are  thefe:  Hot 
is  it  (Chrift's  Office  and  Charader)  at  all  more 
ferfe&  far  the  eternal  faft  duration  of  his 
BetMg.^Xp.fo.)  I  haye  been  ^confidering  why 
that  word,  Tafi,  was  ioferted,  and  what  it  caa 
mean,  in  chat  place.    It  Teems  to  be  oppofed 
either  tp  frefint^  or  elfe^  to,  to  cotne,  tacitcly 
underftood.    At  firft,  I  thought  thus  :  That  ic 
might  be  put  in  to  prevent  our  Imagining  that 
Cf^i(Ps  Office  might  not  be  at  all  more  perfed 
for  the  eternal  Duration  of  his  Being,  to  come. 
But  con(ideriDg  ^ain,  that  if.  He  does  but  conr 
tinue  till  the  Office  is  coroplcated  and  perfe(2ed» 
ic  is  dil  one,  in  reiped:  of  that  Office^  whether 
his  Duration  hold  loiter  or  no;  I  thought,  Tliat 
could  not  be  the  meaning.    Receding  again, 
I  conceived  that,  Taji,  might  poffibly  have 
relation  to  the  Office  confider'd  as  frefent^  or 
commencing  at  iuch  a  Times  fuppole  Six  Thou- 
fand  Years  ago :  And  you  might  think ;  what 
could  it  fignify  to  date  his  Being  Higher?  If 
He  did  but  exift,  loon  enough  for  the  Office,  it 
is  fufficient.    All  the  Time  run  out  before,  is 
of  no  Confideration  ;  having  no  Relation  to 
an  Office  which  was  to  commence  after,  and 
would  ftill  be  but  the  Self  lame  Temporal  Of- 
fice, commencing  at  fuch  a  Time.    If  I  have 

hit 


itb  D  E  F  E  N  S  E       Qp.  VIL 

hit  your  Thought  at  length.  I  afTure  you,  it  has 
coft  mc  fome  Pains ;  and  I  \vifli  yott  Wduld  Cx- 
preft  your  felf  more  clearly  hcrcaiter. 

Now  then,  let  us  apply  this  Manner  of  Rea- 
fbning  to  another  Purpolc :  By  parity  of  Reafbn 
\Vc  may  argue,  that  the  Office  of  God  the  Fa- 
ther, commencing  at  the  Creation  ^  I  lay,  the- 
Office  of  Suftaining,  Prefervidg,  and  Govcm- 
fug  the  World,  has  no  Relation  to  the  Time 
being  but  juft  what  it  is,  whethet  a  lon- 
ger or  a  Ihorter,  or  no  Time  at  all  bd  allowed 
for  any  /^rior  Exiftencc ;  nor  is  it  it  all  more 
perfcd  tor  the  eternal  paft  Duration  of  his  Be- 
ing. But  does  not  this  Argdipent  iuppo(e  that 
the  Office  is  fuch  as  may  be  difcharged  by  a 
finite  Creature,  or  one  that  b^ari  in  Time? 
Certainly.  And  is  not  that  the  very  Thing  in 
Queftion  in  this,  and  in  the  other  Cafe  too? 
Undoubtedly,  How  then  comes  it  to  be  taken 
for  granted?  Befides;  is  not  a  Peribn  of  un- 
limited, that  is,  eternal  Powers  and  Petfc(2ionSj 
more  capable  of  difcharging  an  Office,  than  any 
Creature  1  Well  then,  by  neceflary  Conle- 
qucnce,  the  J^afi  Duration  of  the  Perfbn  is  of 
great  Moment  in  the  Cafe ;  and  the  Office  muft 
be  thought  as  much  more  perfcdt,  for  the  eter- 
nal pajl  duration  ofhts  Beings  as  God's  Per- 
tedlions  excel  thole  of  his  Creatures }  and  that 
is  infinitely. 
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Query.  VIII. 

iVhether  Eternity  does  not  imfly  neccflary 
Exiftence  of  the  Son ;  which  is  inconfifient 
with  the  T)oSfor*s  Scheme  ?  And  whether 
tbe^^oBor  hath  not  made  an  elufive.  Equi- 
vocating Anjwer  to  the  Objection,  Jince  the 
Son  may  be  a  neceiTafy  Emanation  from  the 
Father,  by  the  Will  and  Tower  of  the  Fa- 
ther^ without  any  Contradi6iion  ?  Will  is 
one  Things  and  Arbitrary  TV  ill  another. 

TO  the  former  part  of  the  Query  yoii 
anfvver,  that  Jimple  and  abfotute  Eter- 
nity is  the  fame  with  Neceflary,  or  Self  exi- 
ftence;  which  is  no  where  fufpos'd  of  the 
Sony  by  T>r.  Clarke.  Here  are  feveral  Mi- 
(lakes :  For,  firft,  the  Idea  of  fimple  Eternity 
is  not  the  fame  with  that  of  NeceJfary-eX' 
iftence.  Nor,  (ccondly,  is  it  the  fame  with 
both  Necejfary  exijlence  and  Selfexijlence^ 
fiippofing  it  were  the  fame  with  the  former; 
becaufe  thefc  two  are  not  the  fame.  The  Idea 
of  Eternity  is  neither  more  nor  lefs  than 
duration  without  begifining,  and  without 
end.  Some  have  fiippofed  it  poffible  for 
God  to  have  created  the  World  from  all  Eter- 
nity ;  and  they  ufe  this  Argument  for  it ;  that 
whatever  He  could  once  do.  He  could  always 
do.    Not  that  I  think  there  is  much  weight  in 

i  Reffy,  p.  lij. 
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the  Argument ;  but  it  is  fufficient  to  fliow,  that* 
the  Ideas  are  diftin£t;  and  that,  tho*  Eteif^ 
nity  may,  in  found  Reafoning,  infer  or  imply 
Necejfary- exiftence ,  as  is  intimated  in  the 
Query ;  yet  the  Ideas  are  not  the  fame :  For  if 
they  were ;  it  would  be  Nonfcnfc  to  talk  of  Ofie 
inferring  or  implying  the  other.  Then  for  the 
fecond  Point;  it  is  very  manifeft  that  tht Ideas 
of  Neceffary-extjience,  ^XMiSelfexijlenceiyiovi- 
ever  they  may  be  imagined  with^  or  wif  haut 
Reafon,  to  imply  each  other)  are  not  the  lame 
Ideas.  *  Ariftotle ,  and  the  later  Tlatonijts 
fuppofed  the  World  and  all  the  inferior  Gods 
(as  Tlato  and  the  Tythagoreans,  fome  Sufra- 
mundane  Deities)  to  proceed,  by  way  of 
Emanation,  without  any  Temporary  Produ- 
(tbon,  from  a  Superior  Caufe :  That  is,  they 
believed  them  to  be  Neceffary,  but  not  Self- 
exijlent.  Something  like  this  has  been  con- 
ftanrly  beh'eved  by  the  Chriftian  Church,  in  rc- 
fped  of  the  hoy^:  Which  iliows,  at  Icaft, 
that  the  Ideas  are  different;  and  not  only  fo, 
but  that,  in  the  Opinion  of  a  great  part  of  Man- 
kind, they  do  not  fb  much  as  infer  and  imply 
each  other ;  one  may  be  conceived  without  the 
other.  However,  that  is  not  the  Point  I  infift 
on  now.  All  that  I  affirm,  at  prefent,  is,  that 
the  Ideas  arc  diftind;  and  not  the  very  fiime. 
After  you  had  laboured  to  confound  thefc 
Things  together,  you  proceed  to  argue  againft 

*  Sec  Cudworth.  IntcIIcdl.  Syftcm.  p.  a$o,  c/r. 
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the  Son's  being  eternal.  But  what  is  that  td 
the  Qoery?  I  feppofed  Hx.  Clarke  {Reply ^ 
p.  xij.)  to  anderftand  the  word  Eternal^  as  I, 
or  other  Maa  ihoald;  and  objedtcd  the 
ioconfiftency  of  acknowledging  the  Eternity  of 
the  Son,  and  yet  denying  his  Neceffary-ex-^ 
ifiewcei  which.  Eternity,  I  thought,  inferred 
and  implied.  You  admit  my  reaibning  to  be  juft^ 
f  the  Dod:or  meant  the  lame,  by  Eternal,  as 
[  do.  But  if  He  meant  by  Eternal^  Temfo-^ 
raryf  then  ray  Ailment  fails;  as  moft  cer- 
tainly it  mod.  Bot  why  are  we  thus  impoied 
on  with  fo  manifcft  an  abufe  of  Words  ?  What 
occaffOD  is  there  for  putting  the  Epithets  of 
fimple,  abfolute,  or  metafhyfical  to  the  word 
Eternal ;  which  every  one,  that  knows  Englijhi 
Qoderftands  better  without  ?  Unlcis  you  /up- 
pofe  that  there  is  an  unlimited,  and  a  limited 
Eternity ;  which  is,  in  reahty,  an  Eternity,  aiid 
no  Eternity.  You  proceed  to  difpute  againft  the 
Eternity  the  Son ;  which  tho'it  be  lomething 
foreign  to  the  purport  of  the  Query,  yet  being 
pertinent  to  the  Cauie  in  hand,  I  fhall  here  con- 
iidcr  it.  You  argue  that,  if  the  Son  be  Eter^ 
nal.  He  is  Necejfarily  exifting ;  which  I  al- 
low: and  if  Ntceffarily  extfting,  then  Self-ex- 
ijient ;  which  I  *  deny :  and  you  canuot  prove. 

i  rm  4^;^*$  eu£tnTn^M  vrtThf^mu^iw  wn  ykf  t«  nf,  c'v.i  to  dii,  durs 
r«         tn'iw,  wv-rif  f«i  rm  dynffirat,  Ale:c.  £p.  apud  Theod.  )•  I . 

4-  p.  17.  This  was  fsid  m  Ofpofition  to  the  Arians,  who  wen 
9Ulmg  to  confound  tf>e  Ides  of  Eternity  and  of  Necelfsryexiftence,  with 
Sdf-CAiftcflcc.   The  Learned  D:>Stmr  cites  this  Pdjfiie,  dirtclly  a^fltnjt 
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You  go  on  CO  a  new  Confidcration ;  \fhich, 
put  into  Syllogifm,  (lands  thus. 
.  Whatever  has  a  pri^cipum  is  not  Eternal: 
The  Son  has  a  frincifium,  the  Father  bcii^ 

frtncif  'tum  Filii  Therefore, 

The  middle  Term,  frinclpium,  is  equivocal^ 
and  bears  two  Senfcs ;  wherefore  the  Syilogifm 
confifts  of  four  Terms.    If  frincipum  be  un- 
derftood  in  refped:  of  ^ime,  the  Minor  is 
not  true :  if  it  be  taken  in  any  other  Senfe, 
the  Major  is  not  true :  So  that  Both  cannot 
be  true.    You  might,  in  the  lame  way,  argue 
that  the  Sun's  Light  is  not  coeval  with  the 
Sun ;  nor  Thought  coeval  with  the  Mind,  fup- 
pofing  the  Mind  to  think  always.  For,  in  both 
Cafes,  a  prtncipium  is  admitted ;  but  no  Priority, 
in  refpe(3:  of  Time.    You  add,  that  there  is  a 
reafonable  Senfe  in  which  the  Son  may  be  laid 
to  be  Eternal.    I  hope  there  is :  But  not  your 
Senfe;  which  is  jufl:      reafonable^  as  to  lay; 
an  Angel  is  eternal^  only  becaufe  you  deter- 
mine not  the  Time  when  He  came  into  Being, 
i  lliould  think  it  moft  reafonable,  to  ufe  Words, 
according  to  their  obvious,  and  proper  Signifi- 
cation; and  nor  to  fix  ntw  Ideas  to  old  Words, 
without  any  warrant  for  it.    In  this  way  of 
^oing  on  with  the  abufe  of  Words,  we  ihall 
hardly  have  any  left,  full  and  exprels  enoi^h 

Jiimfelf  (Script.  Do€tu  p.  28}.  aliss  ifo»)  It  was  irmndtd,  snd  h 
diametrically  oppofite  to  the  Doctor's  Uoti'mg  Principle,  or  rather 
Fallacy,  which  runs  thro*  his  Verforniancey  viz.  That  the  Son  cannot 
he  ftn£ily  and  ejfentially  GaJ»  uriltfs  Hf  h  Sclf-cxiftcnt,  or  unoriginate 
in  ex  iry  Senfe. 

to 
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to  diilii^iih  the  Catholick  Dodrine  by.  1^ 
was  once  fiifficicat,  before  the  rife  of  Arianifm^ 
to  lay,  the  Son  is  God\  But  by  a  novel  Senle 
pat  opoo  it,  the  word  {God)  was  made  Am- 
b^oous.    To  That  were  added  truly  ^  and 
really  \  to  be  more  expreflive :  But  the*^r/^»j 
found  out  a  Sen(e  for  thefe  Terms  too;  and 
could  gravely  fay,  that  the  Son  was  truly ^ 
really  God.  God  by  Nature,  one  might  think, 
is  full  and  ftrong  enough :  But  you  are  dealing 
away  the  Senfe  of  that  Expreflion  from  us. 
Wq  can  add  no  more,  but  eternally  and  Jub- 
flantially  God;  arid  yet,  I  perceive,  unlefe  we 
put  in  Jimfly^  abfolutely,  met aphyfic ally,  or 
the  like,  even  th^fe  Words  alfb  may  lofe  their 
Force  and  Significancy.    But  to  what  purpoie 
is  all  this.?.  Might  you  not  better  fay  plainly, 
that  the  Son  is  not  Eternal ;  not  by  Nature ; 
nor  truly  God;  in  a  word,  not  God%  No,  but 
Scnpture  reclaims ;  and  the  whole  Catholick 
Church  reclaims;   and  Chriftian  Ears  would 
not  bear  it.    So  then,  it  feems,  it  is  highly  ne- 
ceflary  to  J^^eak  Orchodoxly,  whatever  we 
think  \  to  ftfip  the  words  of  their  Senfe,  and 
to  retain  the  Sound.    But  to  proceed. 

A%  to  the  latter  part  of  the  Query,  I  am  to 
cxpcd  no  clear  or  diftind:  Anlwer:  Becaufc 
what  is  meant  by  a  necejfary  Emanation  by 
the  Will  of  the  Father,  you  underjiand  not  i 
nor  what  again  by  the  difference  (?/Will,  and 
Arbitrary  Will,  p.  jx.    Had  you  but  retained 

*  See  Socr.     Hift.  1.2.  c.  ip.  p.8}.  Theod.  !•  i.  c  x%. 

K  3  in 


in  Mind,  what  yoa  muft  have  obftrved,  when 
you  read  the  Antients^  you  could  not  have  been 
at  a  lofs  to  apprehend  my  meaning.  You  may 
pleafe  to  remember,  that  one  of  the  pincipal 
Arguments  made  ufe  of  by  the  *  ^riaus^  agaioft 
^he  Catholicis,  was  this : 

^  Either  the  Father  begat  the  Son  with  his 
Confent  and  Will;  or  againft  his  Will  and  Con- 
fent:  If  the  formei\  then  that  of  the  Will 
was  Antecedent  to  the  Son's  Exiftence;  and 
therefore  He  was  not  Eternal :  The  latter^  was 
plaiply  too  abfurd  for  any  Chriftian  to  own. 

The  Catholicks  took  two  ways  of  anfwering 
the  T>ilemma.  One,  which  was  the  beft  and 
lafefl:,  was,  by  ^  retorting  upon  the  Arians, 
the  dilemma,  thus:  WasGod  the  Father,  God^ 
with,  or  againjl  his  Will  ?  By  this  Ihort  Quc- 
ftion.  That  fo  famous  ObjciStion  of  the  Avians^ 
was  d  effedually  filenc^d. 

But  befidcs  this  Aniwer,  they  had  alfo  ano- 
ther.   They  admitted  that  the  Generation  of 

a  Sec  Athanaf.  Orat*  Cojitr.  Arian.  2,  3,4.  Hilary,  p.  1184. 
Creg.  NyfT.  p.  62f.     Pctav.  dc  Tnn.  p.  iiS. 

b  Interrogaot  (Arianij  utrutn  Pater  Filium  Volfns  ap  Kokm  ge» 
nuerit^  ut  (i  rcfponfum  fuerit  quod  VoUns  genucrir>  dtc«nt,  prtw 
eft  ergo  Voluntas  V^tx\s  'y  quod  autcm  Nolens  gcnucrit ,  quis  poteft 
iiiccrc?  Auguft,  CoHtr*  Serm.  Arimn.  L  I,  p.  6i6.  Bencd*  Ed. 

C  Ath^oai;  Orat.  3.  p. 6 1 1 .  Bcncd.  Ed.  Greg,  Na^iaw.  Orat.  3 f . 
t>.  S6f.    Auguft.  dc  Trin.  1.  ij.  c.  80.  p.  994, 

d  Viciflim  quqcfivit  ab  co.  utrum  Deus  Pater,  Voleat  an  Kdeni, 
£t  Oeus :  ut  fi  re/pond^ret.  Nolens,  fequeretur  iila  naiferia  qnaui  dc 
pco  credcr?  iragna  infania  eft  5  f\  autcm  diccrct,  Volw»  rcipopde- 
retur  ei,  ergo  &  Ipfe  Dcus  eft,  fua  Voltrntate,  non  Nat  htm.  Quid 
ergo  rcftabat,  nift  ut  obmutcfccrct,  &  iua  iQterrogattoae  oUiga- 
Jum  infolubili  vinculo  fe  vidcrct.    jiuguft.  ibid, 

Jff  this  fartker  exfbun'si  in  tht  Pbft-Scriptt  ^.  4pi« 

fhe 
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the  Son  was  with  the  Will  and  Confent  of  his 
Father;  in  the  fame  Scnfe  that  He  is  wife, 
good,  juft,  f&c.  necejfartly,  and  yet  not  againft 
his  Will.    Some  thought  it  reafonable  to  fay, 
that  the  Father  might  eternally  will  the  Gene- 
ration of  the  Son,  and  that  He  could  not  but 
av//  lb,  as  being  eternally  Good.    *  Sec  Teta- 
vius.    This  way  of  reafbning  ^  Bifliop  Bnll 
mentions,  hardly  approving  it:  And  one  would 
almoft  think  that  ^  Dr.  Clarke  was  once  in- 
clinaUe  to  fublcribe  to  it,  uiklerftanfding  eter- 
nal^  as  we  do.    But  He  thought  fit  ^  afterwards 
to  explain  Himfclf  oC  into  another  meaning. 
There  was  another  Notion  which  «^  feme  of  the 
primitive  Writers  had;  Namely,  this:  That 
fince  xk\rtWill  of  God  is  God  Himfelf,  as  much 
as  the  Wifdom,  &c.  of  God,  is  God  Himfelf; 
whatever  is  the  fruit  and  produdt  of  God,  is 
the  fruit  and  frodu^f  of  his  JVill,  Wifdom, 
and  fb,  the  Son,  being  the  perfedt  Image 
of  the  Father,  is  Subjlance  of  Suhjfance,  fVif 
dom  of  Wifdom,  Will  of  Will,  as  He  \%Light 
of  Light,  and  God  of  God:  which  is  St.y/i#- 
y/i/r's  Dodrine,  in  the  ^  place  cited  in  the 
Mai^in. 

By  this  time,  I  prcfiime,  you  may  underftand 
what  I  meant  by  the  larter  part  of  the  Query. 

a  Pa^.  59 »,  ^-pi.  b  D.  F.  N.  p.  iii. 

c  Script.  Dodtr.  p.  aSo.  ib"^  Rff>!y>  p. » 13.  P*p^  grL^n  m  to  tie 
Bijhspi,  d  CLirh\  Lett.  N.8. 

c  S§t  the  Teftimonies  e^lleff^d  Sy  Cotclcrius.  m  his  Notes  ttpM  tLe 
Recogtlitioos  of  Clem.  p.  492.  W  ^  Pctavins,  1.6.  c.8.  1. 7.  c  li. 
St9  0fpHMy,  Athanaf.  Orat.  3.  p*  613.  Bcncd.  Ed.  Fpiphan. 
HacrcC  74.  p.  895-  Trici.  L  15.  o  8. 
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There  is  a  fobcr,  Catholick  Seofe,  in  whiph 
the  Son  may  be  acknowledged  to  be  fy,  pt 
from,  the  /F///  of  the  Father ,  and  yet  may  be 
a  necejfary  Emanation  alio.    And  therefore 
Pr.  Clarke  did  not  do  well  in  oppofing  thpfc 
two,  one  to  the  other ;  as  if  they  were  incon- 
ififtent:  Efpecially  qonfidering  that  He  produces 
(cverai  Authorities  to  prove  the  Generation  to 
be  by  a  t  ^ower  of  Will,  in  oppofitidn  to 
NeceJ/lty  of  Nature,  from  Writer^  who  af- 
ferted  Both ;  and  denied  only  fuch  a  fuppofed 
necejfity  as  naight  be  againft,  and  a  force  upon 
the  Father's  Will.    This  is  manifeft  of  his  Cita- 
tions from  the  f  Council  of  Sirmiutn^  Marius 
Vi£torinus,  Bafil,  and  Gregory  Nyjfen ;  and 
hath  been  clearly  111  own  by  his  Learned  X  An- 
tagonift.    The  Sura  of  all  is,  that  the  Genera- 
tion of  the  Son  may  be  by  Necejfity  of  Na- 
ture ^  without  excluding  the  Concurrence  or 
Approbation  of  the  Will.  And  therefore  ff^ill, 
(i.  e.  cpnient ,  approbation ,  acquiefcence )  is 
one  Thing ;  and  Arbitrary  Will,  (that  is,  free 
phoice  of  what  might  orhcrwife  not  be)  is 
Jlf^other.  You  endeavor  to  proye,  that  the  Son 
derives  his  Being  from  the  Will  of  the  Father, 
in  this  latter  Senfe;  which  is  the  fame  thing  with 
the  making  Him  a  Creature.    You  recite  Ibm? 

f  Script.  Doftr,  p.  281.  Crc*  alias,  247,  (^c. 

t  Script.  Dodlr.  p.  iSf,  186.  alias,  ifi,  455. 

4:  True  Script.  Dod^r.  continued,  p.  119,  ^c, 

N.  B.  'f'he  Do£lor  nanijeflly  perverts  the  Senfe  of  the  Council  of 
Sirmium,  and  of  Hibry'j  Comment  upon  it,  Sy  miftraDflating  them  s 
^fitting  wilhout  hi?        inJ^eaJ  of  againft  his  Will. 

i  ■  ■  ^  '   ^  Scraps 
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Scraps  of  Qoocations,  as  coUeded  by  Dr. 
Clarke  apd  Dr.  fVhitby^  in  your  Notes  (/.  51.) 
Nor  one  of  the  Citations  is  to  your  Purpo/e,  or 
comes  up  to  your  Point.  For  indance ;  Igna- 
tius (ays,  *  Chrift  is  the  Son  of  God^  accord'^ 
ing  to  the  Will  and  Tower  of  God.  Sup- 
pofing  this  not  to  be  meant  of  his  f  miracu- 
lous Conception,  and  Incarnation,  (which  the 
Context  has  been  thought  to  favour ,  and 
which  Bifliop  ^earfon  inclined  to,  in  his 
Notes)  yet  fee  how  many  leveral  Interpretations 
it  may  bear,  befideswh^t  you  would  fix  upon  it. 

1.  The  Fruit  and  Off^Jpring  of  the  Will  and 
Tower  of  God  \  (ignifying  no  more  than  Go4 
of  God,  in  the  Senfe  intimated  above.  /.  1x7. 

2.  By  the  eternal  Will  and  Power  of  God, 
in  a  Senfe  likewiie  before  intimated,  and  own'd 
\>Y  fome  of  the  Toji-Nicene  Writers. 

*  'AXn^tk  i^roL  tm.  yur y$  LttSi^  Kg^rk  oufxtL^  *f(«r  0iv  Mnj^S^v^it 
^uvctfiitv  0fS.  — Ignat*  Ep.  ad  Smyrn.  c  i.  p.  i« 

j|-  /  can  by  no  metms  thinly,  that  the  Son  h  here  eaUed^  'if«( 
in  refpici  of  his  Incarnauony  lohich  was  really  his  Nativity  uurk 
ru^xctf  to  vU:h  this  other  is  oppofed^  and  which  muft  therefore  hi 
tinderjiood  of  fome  higher  Sonfhip.  The  Fhrafe  of  xm-m  cuf^,  has 
Seen  conftantly  fo  interpreted  ky  the  Anttenti\  Ircnarus,  Tcrtullian , 
Origcn,  Novatian ,  Synod  of  ^ntioch  m  thi  Cafe  of  Paul  ef 
Simofata,  Hippolytus,  Eulcbius,  La^ntius.  all  explaining  Chrifrs 
heing  the  Son  of  David  according^  to  ihz  FJcfl),  iy  his  Birth  of  thi 
hiejfed  Virgin  i  and  the  Phra/e  xteiu  au^xot  as  oppofed  to  a  prior  Son- 
fhip,  in  his  divine  Nature  before  the  World  was:  in  which  refpeH 
He  was  Son  of  God,  before  He  became  Son  of  Man*  That  Ignatius 
intended  the  fame  is  highly  JprobabU,  not  to  fay  evident,  from  his  own 
Words,  elfewhere*  mmetf         wargi  Jy.    Magnef.  r.  6.  'Ti«v 

Tw  &toZ,  0i  kiP  etuToZ  Ady^  m^t^^  Ibid.  C.  8*  X^^mi  t  *cfov  0m5 
rou  ytfowifit,  c#  iri^^t  eVe  Tin^pbttr^  ActCt^.  Reno,  c*  7.  Compare 
/poftol.  Conftit.  1.  8.  C  1.  Ev^xlm  0toZ  •  f^ctoytnn, 
if'  ififm  fuu^ti  Ik  itufB'ifit  ytyimrm. 

3  .  VitU 


Ij©  DEFENSE      Qo.  Vm. 

3.  With  the  Approbation,  and  Acquiefbence 
of  God.  in  the  fame  Senfe  that  He  is  pleafcd 
with,  and  acqoiefces  in,  his  ownWifdom,  Good- 
neft,  and  other  Pcrfedions. 

4.  The  paflage  may  relate,  not  to  the  Sod's 
Generation  in  the  higheft  Senfe;  hut  to  his 
Manifejfati&n,  or  Coming  forth,  in  order  to 
create  the  World ;  which  is  a  kind  of  ♦  Filia- 
tion  mcnrionVl  by  Jufiin  Martyr^  Athe- 
n^oras,  Theof>hilus,  Tertullian,  Tatian, 
llevatian,  and  Hi^olytus  ^  and  fbppofed 
as  voluntary  a  Thing,  as  the  Incarnation  after- 
wards ;  tho'  the  fame  Authors  afTerted  the  Eter- 
nity and  Confubjiantiality  of  the  A^^,  or  di- 
vine Nature  of  Chrift;  of  which  niore  here- 
after. 

From  thefe  four  Particulars  yon  may  per- 
ceive, how  little  you  can  be  able  to  prove  ftom 
that  Paflage  m  Ignatius.  As  to  Jufiin  Martyr^ 
I  have  already  hinted,  in  what  Senfe  He  made 
the  Generation  voluntary.  But  why  you  fhould 
chufe  to  do  that  good  Father  a  double  Injury, 
firft  in  curtailing  his  Words,  and  next  in  milre- 
prcfeniing  his  Senfe,  you  can  bcft  Account. 
The  whole  Paflage  is  this,  literally  tranflated : 
^'  f  Who,  according  to  his  {the  Father's)  good 

♦  Cfement  of  Alexandria  feems  i&  inteml  tl^e  fame  f  p.  6^^,  E<k 
Ox.)  ixfreffiKg  it  by,  the  wrd  o&t^eit.    And.  it  is  extremtl^  ftp" 
habit  tkat  Ignatius,  had  tht^  V9ry  fattte  Thought*,    A«y(^  cm 
«fi9  riyirs  v^ofAd-ttV.  ad  Magncf.  cnj^.        *^S.fcL  Inrwi*  X^i^m,  9w 
a-d^  mr^o^  VfOEASorTA.        f«s        oir«  t(j^i  '^iltfiVLVitL*  Ibid* 

S 'visnigiTiit  tJ  Yf«/*»(  «<?To3.    p.  480.  Sylb.  Jclx  370.  FMrmlklta 
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Plcafore,  is  God,  being  his  Son;  and  aa 
Angcl  too,  as  miniftring  to  his  Father^s  Will* 
The  meaning  is  not,  as  you  reprefenc  it,  that 
Chrift  is  Go^,  by  the  Will  cf  the  Father  (tho' 
even  that  might  bear  a  good  Senfe  according  to 
what  has  been  obfervcd  above  )  but  that  it  was 
the  Father's  good  pleafixre  that  He  Ihould  not 
only  be  God,  as  He  always  was,  being  God's  Son ; 
but  that  He  Ihould  take  upon  Hinj  befides,  the 
Office  of  an  Angel.  That  He  was  God  was  a 
^necejfary  Thing,  as  He  was  Go^s  Son,  of 
the  faoQe  nature  with  Him :  but  that  He  fhould 
be  Both ;  i.  e.  God  and  an  Angel  too ;  this 
was  inrirely  owing  to  God's  good  Plea&re. 
However,  you  have  been  Ibmething  civiller  to 
this  antient  Father,  than  Dr.  fVhitby  has  been^ 
in  his  modeft  ^ifquijitions ;  who,  to  fcrve  a 
bad  Caufc,  ufes  a  worfc  Art ;  f  cuts  the  Quo- 
ration  ihort  at  't|OF  aCxH;  and  then,  to  make  his 
own  Senfe  out  of  that  Paflage,  infcrts  {Et)  in 
his  Tranflation,  rendering  it  thus :  ex  vo^ 
iuntate  Ipfius  ®  Deus  ejl,  Et  Filius\  leaving 
out,  Et  Angelus,  to  which  the  former,  Et,  re- 

ifkkth  b  that  tf  Novatiau.  Perfeox  autem  Chri(H  conircnir  ut  6t 
Dcus  fit.  quia  Dei  Filius;  2c  An^hu  fir*  quooiam  paternc  difpo- 
fitfonis  Adnunciator  eft.    SauMt,  c.  itf. 

•  For,  tho'  Hi  WMs  God,  m  be'm^  God's  Son ;  and  a  Son  mtu  /Sk- 
Av,  according  to  Juftin.  and  other  fVriters  before  mention'J-y  yet  they 
did  not  think  that  be  was  God,  nara  fi^^i^iL,  Bnt  becatife  He  came 
forth,  as  a  Son,  from  the  Father  j  and  was  not  proditc'd  ^  cix-  ovnu 
(as  all  Creatures  are)  therefore  He  was  God,  having  ever  exiffed, 
before  his  Coming  forth,  m  and  with  the  father.  Hie  ergo  quando 
pater  voluit,  procetDt  ex  Patre:  &  Qui  in  Patre  fuit,  proccflit  cx 
?atre,  Nwat.  c.  16. 

/ 
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ftrr'd.  Strange  that  any  fhould  be  fo  refblateJy 
^ager  to  ungod  their  Saviour,  as  not  to  permit 
the  caufc  to  have  a  fair  hearing.  It  were  pious, 
at  leaft.  to  let  the  Reader  know,  what  has,  or 
what  can  be  faid  on  the  other  faid  of  the  Que« 
ftion ;  and  to  give  it  its  due  Weight  and  Force. 
This  is  reafonable  in  any  the  mod  triflii^  Mat- 
ter, that  can  come  before  us:  But  ccrtaiDly 
much  more  lb,  where  His  Honour  is  coocera*d, 
whom  All  Men  are  commanded  to  Honour, 
even  as  They  Honour  the  Father^  Joh.  f .  23. 
For  my  own  part,  I  declare  once  for  all ;  I  de- 
fire  only  to  have  Things  fairly  reprefented,  as 
they  really  are;  no  Evidence  finother*d,  or 
ftifled,  on  either  Side.  Let  every  Reader  fee 
plainly  what  may  be  jujlly  pleaded  here,  or 
there,  and  no  more ;  and  then  let  it  be  left  to 
his  impartial  Judgment  ,  after  a  full  view 
of  the  Cafe  :  Mifquotations  and  Mifrepre- 
ientations  will  do  a  good  Caufe  barm;  and' will 
not  long  be  of  Service  to  a  bad  one.  But  to 
return :  The  fecond  Citation  which  you  bring 
fxom.jujtin,  you  give  fiich  an  Account  of,  as 
rauft  make  one  think,  either  that  you  never  few 

the  Book  you  mention;   or  elfe  but  fee 

the  Pafiage  in  the  *  Margin.  Your  words  are ; 
He  hath  all  thefeTttles {before mention^ d^  viz;. 

%S  /StfAv^ftZr ,  ^  reSl  cLto  mtr^c^  ^tXiiri  y^^n^i^  Dial, 
p.  18^.  Jcb.  //  is  not  from  h'tf  teinf  Begotten  of  the  ^Mthfr,  tluU 
Ht  hath  all  thefe  Titles  i  but  from  that,  and  his  Adminifiring  tQ  bis 
fathtth  H^iU,  Both  together^  \  not  Mor  fingly  )  will  account  fvr  ail 
ihefe  Tales.  .    >    .  ^ 


QaVItt       of  fom  QVEKIES.  133 

that  if  Son.  Wifdom,  Angel,  God,  Lord,  and 
Ward)  from  his  being  Begotten  of  the  Father 
by  bis  WiU\  dircdly  contrary  to  the  whole 
Tenor  of  the  dialogue ;  and  the  very  imme- 
diate Words  preceding  thoie  you  cite.    In  yonr 
third  Quotation,  you  are  pleas'd  for  the  ftke 
of  Englijh  Readers,  to  mifiranflate  /zacM^^&t 
froduced,  in  ftead  ofi  coming  forth,  or  froceed- 
ing.    Your  next  Citation  is  from  Clement  of 
Alexandria:  In  wbichT^d  no  fault  but  your 
referring  to  Strom.     inftead  of  Strom.  7.  and 
bringiog  a  Paflage  not  certainly  pertinent  to  the 
Point  inQucftion.  If  youpleaJeto  look  into  the 
^  Author  Himfelf,  you  will  find  it,  at  lead,  doubt- 
fill,  whether  He  be  fpeaking  of  the  Generation 
of  the  Son ;  or  only  Ihowing  how  He,  by  the 
Father's  good  Pleafiire,  was  at  the  Head  of 
Aflfairs,  and  ^dminiftred  his  Father's  Kingdom. 
Your  next  Author  is  ^Tertullian,  who  is  in- 
deed fpeaking  of  the  Generation,  that  is,  Mani'- 
feftation,  or  Coming  forth,  of  the  Son :  And 
here  you  render  frotulit,  produced,  meaning 
into  Being ,  or  into  a  State  of  Exiftence ; 
which  is  not  Tertullian's  Senfe,  nor  of  any  of 
the  Fathers,  who  fpeak  of  that  Matter.  73?r- 
tullian  exprefly  | excepts  againft  it;  So  does 

■*acm.  Alex.  Strom.  7.  p.  83;.  Ox.  Edit.  •Atoit^f  r  «^S-5f, 
V««  xtfinoti,  iimfjiii^  uXft^,^  ai^irii   v  ykf  %  5r,  r»Zv  Jp$n  mu; 

t  Tunc  cum  Deus  voluit*  ipfuxn  prinum  frpfnlb  Scrmooeixk 
Tertal,  Contr,  FrMX.  c.  Sr 
±  Contr.  Prax.  c. 
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^Tatian^  the  next  Aothor  which  yoQ  naoie: 
And  lb  likewifc  ^  AthenagorMs  ^  and  ^  Hif^ 
folytus^  whom  you  bare  not  named:  B^t  t 
chuie  to  mention  Them,  as  being  ufeibi  to 
explain  the  foimen  ^Enfihtus  msiy  rea/bn- 
Aly  be  interpreted  by  Thofc  that  went  before 
Him;  or  by  the  Emperor  Conftafrtin^s  Ex- 
p}icark>n  of  this  matter^  which  ihall  be  cited 
hereafter ;  or  by  his  own  Accacmt  of  the  Holy 
undivided  Trinity,  before  mentioned:  If  cot; 
bis  Authority,  againft  the  Cathohcks  befatc  and 
after  Him.  and  againft  Himfelf,  mctft  appear  of 
finall  Weight.  The  reft  of  your  Author  it iei 
I  have  already  fpoke  to;  and  yon  may  per- 
ceive, by  this  Time,  I  peiiune,  that  noae  of 
them  fpeak  home  to  the  purpose  for  which 
they  were  cited.  However,  fof  the  lake  of 
luch  who,  beii^  little  acqaainted  with  chefe 
Matters,  may  be  liable  to  be  impofed  upon  by 
a  few  fpecious  Pretences,  I  fhalt  now  go  a  Jir- 
tic  deeper  into  the  point  before  us  y  and  endea- 
vor to  tet  it  in  a  true  Light. 

The  diftindion  of  a  "^threefold  Generation 
of  the  Son,  is  well  known  among  the  Learned, 
and  is  thus  explain'd. 

I.  The  firft,  and  moft  proper  Filiation^  and 
Generation  is  his  eternally  exifting  in,  and  of 

a  Tatian.  Se£k.  7.  p.  10.  Ox.  Edit, 
b  Lcgat.  Sc6t.  10.  p.  39.  Ox.  Edir. 
c  Contr.  Noct.  Scd.  10.  p.  13.  Vol.  2.  Ed.  Fabric, 
d  Ste  Trtf  Serif t*  Do&r.  cominued,  p»  123. 
c  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  231.   Brcv.  Animadv.  in  Gtl.  Cake  p.  1054,' 
Fabric.  Not.  in  Hippoi.  Vol.  i.  p.  2\2* 

the 
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the  Father ;  The  eternal  of  the  eternal 

Mind.  In  relpcdt  of  this,  chiefly.  He  is  the 
only  begotten^  and  a  diftind  Perfbn  from  rhc 
Father.  His  other  Generations  were  rather 
Condelcenfions.  firft  to  Creatnres  in  general, 
next  to  Men  in  particular. 

X.  His  fecondGQMTZZion  was  his  Condefcen^ 
Jlou,  Manifeftation^  coming  forth^  as  it  were, 
fi-om  the  Father  (tho^  never  fcparated  or  divided 
from  Him)  to  create  the  World :  This  was  in 
Time,  and  a  voluntary  Thing;  and  in  this  re- 
fpedl  properly.  He  may  be  thought  to  be  -Trg^- 
TDTox©-  ^iiSYi  )tli<r2«$:  Firfiborn  of  every 
Creature ;  or  before  all  Creatures. 

3.  His  third  Generation,  or  Filiation,  was 
when  He  condefcended  to  be  born  of  a  Virgin, 
and  to  become  Man.  Thefe  Things  I  here  mp- 
pofc  or  premife  only,  for  the  more  diftindt  Ap- 
prehenfion  of  what  is  to  follow ;  not  expeding 
to  be  believed  farther  than  the  Proofs  can  juftify. 
We  may  now  proceed  to  fpeak  of  the  Dodrine 
of  the  j^ntients. 

It  is  oblervable,  that  the  Ante^Nicene  Wri- 
ters are  more  (paring,  than  Thofe  that  came  after^ 
in  fpcaking  of  the  firft,  the  eternal  Generation : 
Scaring,  I  mean,  as  to  the  Term,  or  Thrafe^ 
not  as  to  the  Thing  it  fclf  The  Eternity  of 
the  Word,  or  AoV@^»  and  the  DiftinAion  of 
Pcrfbns,  they  all  held  ;  together  with  the  Con- 
Tubftanriality,  and  Unity  of  Principle ;  which 
together  arc  as  much  as  can  be  meant  by  eter^ 
nul  Generation. 

Ire^ 
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Irenaus  is  a  '  frequent  and  conflant  Aflerter 
of  the  Eternity  of  the  Word\  but  eternal  Ge- 
neration we  dp  not  read  in  exprefs  Terms. 
Yet  we  find  what  amounts  to  it,  by  neceffary 
Implication.  In  one  particular  place,  ^  He  ceo- 
iures  thofe  who  pretended  to  afcribe  any  be- 
ginning to  the  Nativity  of  the  Word ;  which  is, 
ih  efFed,  aflerting  ah  eternal  Trolation,  or  Ge- 
neration;  for  He  makes  thefe  words  ^  equi- 
valent. 

Origen^  Commenting  upon  the  Words  of  the 
i^cbnd  Plalm :  Thou  art  my  Son^  this  day  have 
I  begotten  Thee ;  Proceeds  thus :  • '  ^  They  arc 
fpoken  to  Him  by  God,  with  whom  it  is 
alwaysTo  day:  For,  I  conceive,  tlierc  is  no 
^*  Evening  nor  Morning  with  Him;   hut  the 
Time  co-extended,  if  I  may  fo  fpeak,  with 
his  unbegotten  and  eternal  Life  is  the  To 
^ay  in  which  the  Son  is  begotten;  there 
being  no  beginning  found  of  his  Generation, 
any  more  than  of  the  To  T)ay.    This  isfar- 

a  Pag.  if^t  1^^.  109.  £d.  Bened.  IVe  do  not  preimJ  to 
.  ^gue  nurily  from  the  force  of  the  Word  fern  per,  or  «fi,  but  from 
That  Md  other  Circumflmncei :  mj  when  Infedus  goes  dortg  with  it^ 
cr  the  like,  p.  153.  And  as  Semper  aderat  generi  humano,  p.  109. 
mtimates  that  He  was  with  Men,  as  foon  as  any  Men  exiftedi  S§^ 
Widens  Temper  apud  Patrem,  intimates  his  being  coeval  mth  the 
father. 

b  Prolationis  initium  donantcs,  /.  1,  c.  14.  p,  iji. 
c  /.  2.  c.  28.  p.  158. 

d  Atytreu  r^o^  uvtop  ?  Stw,  Z  uii  tv  trifAifft  dn  it  yif 
itrxi^*  0MU.  iytt  p  itycuu^ut  on  evh  x^met'  'AAA*  o  o-VfATm^txritHn  rm 
fty tmrm  ^  «^f<;,  tUrtZ  ^arji,  (V  tiru^  fiVw,  XC^^c^,  V/^^*  tcif 

ftTMfAtfm,  rni  ifi^i^xi.    Com.  in  Joh.  p.  ji.  Cmptartmtk 

thi/;  the  Citation  from  Origcn,  in  Parophilus'i  Apology^ 

ther 
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rher  coofirm'd  by  v/hzt^ jit hanajius  quotes  from 
Him.  where  Origen  calls  it  Prelumprion  ^to 
fcrike  sny  Beginning  to  the  Son ;  and  (peaks  of 
xhcMpjfbe^otten.zs  hcing^a/ways  with  the  Father. 

To  Ortgen  I  may  {ubjoin  ^Novatian,  who 
fays,  the  Son  muft  have  always  exifted  in  the 
Father,  or  eJfe  (which  He  takes  to  be  abfurd ) 
the  Father  would  not  have  been  always  Fa- 
ther. This,  I  think,  can  bear  no  ScnJe,  un- 
lefs  always  be  underdood  {ir\(X\y.  And  it  is 
very  manifeft  that  ^No*uatian  I'uppofes  the  Son 
to  iiavc  exifted  before  that  TroceJ/ion^  Coming 
fartb^  or  Nativity,  which  He  fpcaks  of.  in 
that  Chapter.  Some  indeed  have  thought,  that 
Navatian  underftands  not  the  word,  Semper^ 
there,  in  the  ftrid:  Senfe,  of  unhmited  Dura- 
tion :  Wherein,  I  humbly  conceive.  They  are 
miftaken.  I  have  tranfcribed  the  ^Paflage  into 
the  Margin,  and  ihall  proceed  to  explain  its 
meaning.  After  the  Author  had  (aid,  Semper 
eft  in  ^atre.  He  immediately  adds  a  fentencc 
which  fliows  that  He  undcrftood,  Semper^  as 

t  Dc  Dccrct.  Synod.  Nic  p.  i^.  Ed.  Bcncd. 

D  IM»  r*XfMi¥iir»e  71$  *^XJ^  w^ori^cf  cm  «fr«$. 

d  Scirpcr  cnim  in  Patrc,  nc  Patcr  non  fcmpcr  Pzteu  d  J  u 
c  Et  qui  in  Patrc  fuit,  proccflir  cx  Patrc:  &  qui  in  Patrc  fuir^ 

qaia  ex  Patrc  fuit,  cum  Patrc  poftmodum  fuit,  quia  cx  Patrc 

proccffit,  f.  51. 

f  Hie  ergo  cum  fit  genitus  a  Patrc,  Semper  eft  in  Patrc.  Semper 
aatem  iic  dico,  ut  non  innatum,  fed  natum  probcmj  Scd  qui  auti 
Mut  TempMs  efi^  Semper  in  Patrc  fuilTe  diccndus  eft:  ncc  cnim 
Tem|  us  IIH  aflignari  potcft.  qui  ante  Tempui  eft.  Semper  enim  in 
Patrc,  ne  Pater  non  Semper  fit  Patcr  j  quia  &  Patcr  Ilium  ctiam 
prscedity  quod  nccede  eft  prior  Sit  qua  Patcr  Sit:  quoniam  antccedaC 
oecciTe  eft  Eum,  qui  habet  Origincm,  tile  qui  Origtnem  nefcit. 

L  we 
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We  fay,  a  parte  ante.  But  withal  there  is  a 
leeming  Reftridion :  Sic  dico^  ut  nan  Innatm 
fed  natum  probem.  There  might  be  fbmc 
then^  as  well  as  now,  who  knew  not  how  to 
diftinguifli  between  Eternity,  and  Self- 
existence.  The  Sabellians,  in  pamcalar* 
tnight  pretend  that  theSon,  being-ff^mrifAmaft 
be  the  Self-exiftent  Father  Himfelf.  It  was 
therefore  neceflary  for  the  Author  to  guard,  in 
the  manner  He  does,  againft  any  fuch  Miftake, 
or  Milconftrudion.  So  Alexander  Biihop  of 
Alexandria,  while  He  maintains  the  ftrift  Eter- 
tiity  of  the  Son,  to  guard  againft  the  invtdioas 
Miiconftrudion  of  the  Arians,  inferts  the  like 
Caution*.  •*  Let  no  Man,  fays  He,  mtflakc 
•*  Eternal,  as  if  it  were  the  lariie  with  Self- 
**  exijient,  as  {the  Arians)  having  their  minds 
•*  blinded,  are  wont  to  do.  This  may  fcrvc 
for  a  good  Comment  upon  Novatian^  To  pro- 
ceed :  Novatian  adds ;  Qui  ante  omne  Tempus 
eft.  Semper  in  Tatre  fuije  dicendus  eft.  Here 
He  explains,  Semper^  by,  ante  omne  Tempus. 
Now,  this  is  the  very  lame,  with  Him,  as  if 
He  had  laid  of  the  Son,  quod  non  aliquando 
caper  it ;  as  may  appear  by  the  f  Account  He 
gives  of  the  Eternity  of  the  Father ^  explain^ 

*  See  p.  123. 

•j-  Nifi  forte  (t]Uod  abfit)  aliquando  effe  aferlt,  nec  fupcr  bmoit 
fit,  fed  dum  poft  alfquid  cfic  cjepcrir,  intra  (leg.  infrM)  id  fit  qaed 
ante  Ipfum  fuerit,  minor  inventus  potcftatc,  dum  poflerior  deoota- 
tur  ctiam  Jpfo  Tempore,  Novat,  c.  2.  Mark  the  Force  of  th$  tHris* 
Etiam  Ipfoi  intimating  tint  PcJIeriority  in  lime  is  a  hw  degret  of 
Fofteriority,  and  that  a  Thing  might  be  faid  to  be  pollerior  in  m  Kgher 
Senfi  than  that*  viz.  in  Order  of  Nature,  m  wt  term  h. 

ing 
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ing  it  by  his  not  being  fojlerior  to  Time:  And 
his  having  no  Time  before,  is  the  very  fame, 
with  having  nothing  * /r^c^^i^g.  Wherefore, 
when  Novatian  Ipeaks  afterwards  of  the  Fa- 
therms  being  precedent  to  the  Son,  He  can  mean 
it  only  in  order  of  Nature ,  not  in  refpcdl  of 
duration.  And  this  I  take  to  have  been  the 
ibeaning  of  the  Cathoh'ck  Writers,  before  and 
after  the  rife  of  Arianiftn^  by  the  Phrafes  ante 
TemfUS^  ^csC^  alaun^  WiTtty  odoitavj  or  the 
like,  as  applied  to  God  the  Son.  So  ^  Hilary^ 
in  the  Name  of  the  generality  of  the  Chriftians 
of  his  Time,  interprets  it:  So  Alexander  of 
Alexandria,  in  his  Lettet  extant  KnTheodorit  \ 
the  ^Sardican  Fathers  in  their  Synodic al  Epi- 
(lie;  and  the  c  Catholick  Bifliops,  upon  the 
opening  of  the  Council  of  Ariminum.  Thus 
alfo  we  are  to  underftand,  '^oi^'^^^  r  oLmm^ 
in  the  ConJiantinopoHtan  Creed.  The  ^  Art  am 
indeed,  equivocating  upon  the  Words,  Time^ 
and  Ages^  eluded  the  Catholick  Senfe,  ftill  re^ 
taining  the  Catholick  Expreflion  :  Bat  the 
Ante-Nicene  Carholicks  were  fincerc ,  plain , 
honed  Men ;  and  do  not  feem  to  have  known 
any  thing  of  thofe  fubtile  Diftindions.  They 

a  Id  quod  fine  Orfgine  eft,  prseccdi  a  nullo  potcft.  dum  non  ha- 
bet  Tempus.  Ibid,  Tcmpus  here  mamftfily  figtiifiss  Duration, 
in  tht  Urgtfi  Sen/e-y  not  Time,  in  the  reftrAtnU  Senfe,  as  the  Arians 
nfterwarM  Hnderfiood  it» 

b  Audiunt  ante  Tempord'y  putant  id  ipfum,  ante  Tewpora,  cfTe 
quod  Semper  c(i.  Contr.  Aux.  p.  1 166.  Comp,  Trin.  1. 1 2.  p.  1 1 29. 1 1 36* 

c.  Eccl.  Hid.  1.  I.  c.  4.  p.  I  j.  &c. 

d  Apud  Theod.  E.  H.l.  2.  c.  8.  p  80.  81. 

c  Hilar.  Fragm.  p.  i  343.  Ed.  Bcncd. 

f 5ff  AthanaL Vol.  1.  p.  418.  Hilar.  1 129.  Epiphan.  Hxr.  74.P.  88f. 

I-  1  under- 
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underftood  thofe  Phrafes  as  they  would  be 
commonly  underftood  by  the  People;  other- 
wife  they  would  not  have  uled  them,  without 
greater  caution  and  refcrve.  *  Sijinnius  long 
ago  obferved  (which  confirms  what  I  have  been 
mentioning)  that  the  Antients  never  would  at- 
tribute any  Beginning  to  the  Son  of  God,  be- 
lieving Him  to  have  been  Co-eternal  with  the 
Father.  The  inquifitive  Reader  may  obferveriie 
ufe  of  thofe  Phrafes,  in  the  places  referred  to  in 
the  f  Margin ;  all  of  them  admitting,  moft  of 
them  requiring,  the  Senfe  I  contend  for.  I  men- 
tion not  the  Interpolator  of  Ignatius*s  EpifUes, 
an  jfrian,  probably,  of  the  fourth  Century,  or 
later.  To  return  to  Novatian :  when  He  adds, 
Tempus  illi  ajjignari  non  pot  eft :  He  docs  not 
mean  only,  that  no  particular  Time  of  the  Son's 
Exiftcnce  is  ajfignable ;  but,  that  it  was  before 
all  Time,  as  Himfelf  expounds  it,  ante  Tem- 
pus eft^  i.  e.  ftridly  Eternal \  |  which  agrees 
With  what  follows,  and  makes  it  Senfe :  Sem- 
per enim  in  Tatre,  ne  Tater  non  femper  fit 
Tater.    What  can  be  more  exprcfs  for  the 

*  Socrah  E.  H.  1.  f.  c.  lo. 

t  Ignatins  ad  Magncf.  c  6.  p.  ii.  Juftm.Fragm.  in  Grab.  Spic. 
Vol.  2.  p.  199  Mdiro  in  Cav.  H.  L.  Vol.  i.  p.  39.  Origen.  in 
Pamph.  Apolog.  Hippolytus  Fragm.  Fabric.  Vol.  a.  p.  ip.,  Concil. 
Anttoch.  Contr.  Paul.  Sam.  Lab.  Tom.  i.  DionyA  Alexandr. 
Rcfp.  Contr.  Paul.  Q.  4.  Liidan.  S/mb.  apud.  Socr.  1.  2.  c.  10. 
Apoft.  Conftit.  1.  8.  c  f,    Vid,  cfiam  Suicer.  Thefnur.  in  vcce^  Aim. 

^  Hilary 'i  words  may  ftrvt  as  a  comment  upon  Novatian'j.  Quod 
ante  Tempus  natum  eft,  Semper  eft  natura ,  Quia  id  quod  eft  a.ntc 
aeternum  Tempus,  hoc  Semper  efh  Quod  autcm  Semper  eft  natui^n, 
non  admitdt  ne  aliquando  non  fuerit:  quia  aliquando  noo  fuifte.jam 
Aon  eft  fcmpcr  efTc.   HiUr,  dt  Trin.  p«  i  laj. 

Eter- 
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Eternity  of  the  Son,  than  to  declare  that  the 
Father  was  never  without  Him?  He  plainly 
fuppo/es  it  abfurd  to  fay,  that  the  Fathcr^  was 
ever  no  Father,  or,  which  comes  to  the  fame, 
that  ever  the  Son  was  not.  What  follows  there- 
lore,  in  that  Chapter,  of  the  Father,  fracedit^ 
and  antecedat  necejfe  eft,  &c.  can  only  be  un- 
dcrftood  of  a  priority  of  Nature,  not  of  Time> 
or  Duration ;  and  in  This  all  Catholicks  agreed. 
Youl  excufe  my  dwelling  lb  long  upon  Nova- 
tion :  it  was  neceifary,  to  clear  his  Senfc,  and 


againft  Novation,  but  other  Catholick  Writers 
c!  •vhole  meaning  there  is  Icfs  difpute.  From 
hence  .nay  be  understood  in  what  Senfe  all  the 
Oriental  Bilhops  (  if  the  Fa(9:  be  trae,  relying 
only  on  the  doubtful  Credit  of  f  Arius)  might 
teich,  7rpou7rctp;;^ga  rff  \h  t  ©eor  iuixf^m^.  That 
It  could  not  be  meant  in  Arius^s  Senfe,  is  fuf^ 
ficienrly  evident  from  the  determination  of  the 
Nicene  Fathers,  which  has  infinit;ely  more  weight 
in  it  than  his  fingle  Tcftimonyi'^and  ihows  the 
Senfe  of  the  whole  Church,  in  a  manner,  at 
that  Time.  But  enough  of  this :  I  ifaall  only 
remark,  before  I  part  with  Novation^  that  He 
is  an  Evidence  both  for  the  Firft,  and  Second 
Nativity,  or  Generation,  of  the  Son.  As  He 
fiippofcs  the  Son  exifting  before  the  TroceJJlon, 
(which  is  the  voluntary  Nativity  He  fpeaks  of) 
and  pre-exifling  as  a  %  Son,  He  cannot  be  un* 

*  Whitby  Modeft.Difq.pref.  p,29,  50.  Proem. p.  5.  Lik  p.  16^. 
t  Apud  Theodorir*  £.  1,  i.  c.  5.  p.  11. 
4  Si?e  dam  Vtrkm  eft,  fi?e  dum  Vir$ns  eft,  live  dum  SatUntia 


to  obviate  fome  *fi 
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dcrftood  othcrwife.  See  this  more  ftilly  ex- 
plained in  *  Bifliop  Bull.  If  any  other  Writers, 
who  exprefly  held  an  eiernal  Generation,  any 
where  Ipeak  alio  of  a  temporal  Troceffion^  or 
Nativity,  the  fame  may  be  true  of  Them 
alfo.  I  only  give  this  hint,  by  the  way,  and 
pais  on. 

^^ionyjius  oi  Alexandria^  who  lived  about 
the  fame  time  with  Novatian,  aflerrs  the  fame 
Dodrine ;  viz.  That  the  Father  was  always 
Father  ;  and  never  was  without  his  Son :  which 
is  the  lame  as  to  maintain  eternal  Generation. 
The  fame  Dodrine  is  farther  confirm^ ,  and 
more  explicitely  fet  forth,  in  his  ^Epiftle  againft 
Taul  of  Samojata ;  ^  if  it  be  his. 

^T)ionyfius,  Bifliop  of  Rome,  Contemporary 
with  the  other,  declares  that  the  Son  is  eter- 
nal, and  that  there  never  was  a  time  when 
the  Son  was  not  \,  adding  in  Confirmation  of  it, 
that  He  is  the ^0foni,  the  iFifdom,  and  the 
ipower  of  Qbd!,/,  ^his,  tho*  it  be  exprefs  for 

ell,  five  dum  Lux  eil.  (ive  dum  Filius  eft  i  non  ex  fe  ell,  quia  nec 
ihnatus  eft.  That  is.  He  is  natus,  eonfider'd  under  am  CM^iy;  whe- 
tber  MS  ?ioy^,i^ifXfAi^yOr  ncpM,  or  ^m,  or  'noi,  whether  ktfrrt  thtFrd- 
te£iofh  or  afier.  This  feems  to  be  the  moft  probable  ConftruBion  of  the  Vaf- 
fiS^  'y  a'»d  mofi  Confonant  to  what  He  had  faid  before.  Corop.  Atfaanaf. 
Vol  I,  p.  iki.  a  D.  F.  p.  222. 

^  *  OiJ  n¥  0T9  i  ^io^  one  if  v$Lri^      <  i  yi^  rvr«rp 

JyoK^   iff  0  0io<,   U7U  imth-Tnuia-XTv.     Athan.  Vol.  I.  p,  IJJ. 

c.  Lab.  Concil.  Tom.  i.  p.  Sfj.  871.  864.. 

d  Se§  Mr.  Thirlby's  Defence  of  it :  An,w.  to  Whifton,  ft4r/  2^p.AS.&t. 

e  £(         »ykyofS9  uio^,  w  on  one  A'*  «ci  oh  w  tt  id  nr^A 

Athanaf*  Decret.  Sya.  N.  131.  £4'  Wiivf  yrycm  i  in  cnt  n9 

ibid.  This  arid  Novatian'/  Tejiimny,  B»th  of  tiff  fytm  Agf^  msy 
krv9  to  tlliifiratt  each  other. 

'  the 
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ic  -EteiDity  of  the  Son,  ycc  is  not  full  for  eter- 
tal  Generation ;  unlefs  it  had  been  faid,  Etcr- 
iiaJ*  MS  a  Son.    He  might  be  fuppofed  Eternal, 
as  the  ASy^^  and  his  Sonjhip  commence  after- 
wards.   And  therefore  I  do  not  put  this  among 
the  cUar  unexceptionable  Authorities  for  eter- 
nal  Generation ;  though  hardly  any  reaibnable 
doobc  can  be  made  of  it,  fmce  He  fuppos'd  the 
Father,  the  Head,  Root,  Origin  of  the  Aoy@^. 

^  Methodius  (peaks  more  clofe  and  home  to 
the  Point.    For,  upon  the  words  of  the  Tfal- 
mift:  Thou  art  my  Son,  this  day  have  I  be- 
gotten Thee\  He  comments  thus.    •*  It  is  ob- 
^*  fenrable  that  his  being  a  Son,  is  here  in* 
definitely  exprefs'd  without  any  Limitation 
of  Time.  For  He  faid.  Thou  art,  not  7hou 
becanift  my  Son;  fignifying  that  He  did 
noc  acquire  any  new  Filiation,  nor  fhoaid 
e?er  have  an  end  of  his  Exiftence,  but  that 
•*  He  is  always  the  fame.    He  \  goes  on  to 
/peak  of  his  after  Filiation ,  intimated  in  the 
words,  7 his  day  have  I  begotten  Thee\  and 
obfcrves,  that  it  was  more  properly  a  Mani- 
fefiation  of  Him ;  confbnant  to  what  He  had 
faid  before,  that  He  could  not  have  a  new  Fi- 
liation.   This  may  relate  either  to  what  I  be* 
fore  called  his  Second^  or  to  his  Third  Genera- 

«AA*  Ami  mi  f  -  mifif*    Apud  Phot.  Cod.  2^'  P-  9^^* 

ymSmi^  •  ^     fiS^  tkfmfMm  yMteJ^ntf,  Ibid. 

I.  4  tioo 


144       .^DEFENSE  QiJ.Vm. 

tion :  The  Words  are  ambiguous,  and  capable 
of  either  Senfe. 

To  Methodius  I  may  fubjoin  Tamfhilus, 
who.  while  He  deHvers  Origen^s  Senfe»  in  his 
Apology,  does  undoubtedly  Ipeak  his  own  too. 
He  is  very  *  clear  and  full  for  the  etetMl  Ge- 
neration, if  we  may  rely  on  the  Tranflator. 

Alexander ^"^x^o^  of  Alexandria^  f  reckons 
it  among  the  Singularities  of  Arius^  that  He 
would  not  own  the  Father  to  have  been  ahi)ays 
fo ;  but  pretended  that  God  was  once  no  Fa^ 
ther,  and  that  the  Aoy@*  was  produced  in 
Time.  I  obferve,  that  thele  two  Things  arc 
here  join'd  together,  as  being  Explanatory  one 
of  the  other,  according  to  the  realbning  of  that 
Age,  at  lead.  And  if  the  fame  realbning  held 
before,  as  may  be  probably  inferred  from  :j:  other 
Paflages  of  the  Antients,  then  it  will  follow 
that  as  many  as  aflerted  the  Eternity  of  the 
Ao>®-,  or  Word,  which  were  all  without 
Exception,  did  implicitely  maintain  the  eter- 
nal Generation.  It  appears  to  have  been 
a  Maxim  in  the  Church  at  this  Time,  that  is, 
about  the  Year  315*,  Ten  Years  before  the 

*  Inter  Op.  Grig.  Ed.  Bafil.  p.  877. 

•f  Oux,  utl  i  &ioi  TsruTNp  Sr.  iAA'  nf  en  o  ©10$  Tntriip  cix  Jf,  COl 
#fi  nt  0  t5  0f5  iAA'     chc  ^fmv  yi-^inv.  Alexand.  Ep.  apud 

SoCr.  E.  H.  ].  I.  C.  6.  p.  10.  'Afft^i^ir,^  oOv  ^ttfilnji  ij  onL09Tikf 
VTvS^fffFKS,  iefxyxn  rcy  vati^  ^ft  tifxi  voLri^,  Alcxand.  £p«  tpud 
Thcod.  ].  I.  c.  4.  p.  i^. 

^  The  Charge  brought  aga  'mjl  Dionyfius  of  Alexandria;  whfcb 
jHe  elt  ir*d  Himfelf  of,  vas  This :  Oux.  uil      «  €)*c$  v»rjip  ^  it* 
i^o^i  iAA'^o  fAtw  ©io<  Sir  x^C^i  ^5  Aeyif.  «»r«5  H  i  'i^i^        Jy  jrfi» 

^I'y^J.iAA'  Hf  fronm      5>.  Athan.fep.     ^cntcnt.  Diony(i  p*i^3* 
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Council  of  Nice^  chat  the  Father  was  alw^ft 
Father.  The  lame  we  have  fcen,  about  Sixty 
years  before,  from  what  has  been  cited  out  of 
^lonyjms  of  Alexandria^  and  Navatian.  The 
Teftimony  of  *  Origen,  cited  by  VamfhiUis. 
with  others  mentioned,  carry  it  up  Forty 
Years  higher,  to  about  the  Year  xio.  Ire^ 
naus^  above  Thirty  Years  higher,  to  about 
173,  within  iels  than  fourlcorc  Years  of  St, 
John.  Tertullian ,  betwixt  the-  Two  lad 
named,  feems  to  have  underftood  this  matter 
differently  :  For  He  lavs  plainly,  that  f  there 
was  a  Time^  when  the  Son  was  not ;  mean- 
ing, as  a  Son ;  and  that  God  was  not  always 
Father.  And  this  is  agreeable  to  his  Principles^ 
who  always  (peaks  of  the  Generation  as  a  vo** 
luncary  Thing,  and  brought  about  ia  Time ;  as 
do  feveral  other  Writers.  From  hence  a  Queftioa 
may  arife,  whether  there  was  any  Difference 
of  Doi^rine  between  thofe  Writers,  or  a  Dif- 
ference in  Words  only.  This  is  a  Point  which 
will  deferve  a  mod  flri(3:  and  careful  In- 
quiry. 

The  Authors  who  make  the  Generation 
forary,  and  fpeak  not  exprefly  of  any  other, 
are  thefe  following:   Juflin  ^  jithenaspras ^ 
Theofhilus,  Tatian,  Tertullian^  and  Hiffo- 

*  Non  cnim  Dcus,  cum  pnuf  non  cflct  Pater,  poftea  Pater  cflc 
<aepit»  &c»  tamphtl.  Atol.  p.  877. 

t  Pater  De  s  eft.  &  Judex  Dcus  eft,  non  tamen  ideo  Pater  8e 
Judejp  ftmptty  quia  Deus  femper.  Nam  nec  Pater  efte  potuit  ante 
Filium,  nec  judex  ante  deitdlum.   Fuit  autem  Tenopus  cum  8c 
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fytMS.  Nwatiam  1  mention  not  with  Them, 
becaufe  He  afTerted  Both.  Let  us  then  care- 
folly  examine  what  their  Dodrine  was:  And 
that  it  may  be  done  the  more  diftindJy,  let  os 
reduce  it  to  Particulars. 

I,  They  aflerted  the  C^^ettmtty  of  the  Ao- 
y®-,  or  fVord,  tho*  not  confider'd  prccifely 
under  the  formality  of  a  San.  This,  I  preiume, 
is  ib  clear  a  pointy  that  I  need  not  burthen  my 
Mai^io  with  Quotations  for  it.  It  ihall  foffice 
only  to  refer  to  the  Places,  if  any  Ihould 
doubt  of  it.  It  was  a  Maxim  with  Them,  chat 
God  was  always  Aoyixl^,  never '^AAo^i  riiacis, 
never  without  his  fFord,  or  Wifdfm.  So  fir 
they  agreed  perfedly  with  the  other  Writers, 
cither  before,  or  after,  or  in  their  own  Time. 
The  Antients,  fiippofing  the  Relation  of  the 
KLyi^  to  the  Father  to  be  as  clofe  and  intimate 
as  that  of  Thought  to  a  Mind\  and  that  this 
was  infiiiuated  in  the  very  Name,  rightly  con- 
cluded chat  the  Father  could  not  be  "AXr)pit 
or  without  the  Ao^^,  any  more  than  an  eter- 
nal Mind  could  be  without  eternal  Thought  f . 
Some  have  pretended  that  the  Ante-Nicene 
Writers,  who  ufed  that  kind  of  reafbning,  meant 
only  an  Attribute^  by  the  Aoy®-;  and  not  a 
fral  Terfan.    But  there*s  no  ground  or  colour 

*  Ju((in.  Martyr.  Apol.  i.  p.  ui.  Ox.  Ed.  Atbevag*  LegaN 
c.  io.  p.  39.  Ed.  Ox.  Theophikis  Aotioch.  p.  Si*  119*  Ed*  Ox. 
Tatian.  p.  10  2X.  Ed.  Ox.  Vid,  Bull.  D.F.  p.  109.  TeitttlLContr* 
Prax.  c.  5.  p.  503.  c.  27.  ViJ.  Bm!L  D.  F.  p.  Hippolyt* 
C©ntr.  Nocr.  c.  lo.  p.  i^.  Edit.  Fakru^ 

t  Sec  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  2q6L 
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for  this  Pretence,  as  fhall  be  (hown  prefentl^r. 
I  fliall  only  note  here,  that  the  ♦  later  Writer^ 
who,  undoubtedly  and  cohfHIedly,  took  the 
Aoyi*  to  be  a  Terfon ;  a  real^  eternal  Perfen ; 
yet  make  ule  of  the  fame  Maxim,  and  the  very 
lame  way  of  reafoning. 

X.  They  did  not  mean  by  the  Aay®«,  or 
fFord,  any  jittribute^  Tower,  Virtue,  or 
Operation  of  the  Father;  but  a  real,  fubfiftii^ 
Perfon :  whom  thev  believed  to  have  been  al- 
ways in  and  with  ttie  Father,  and  di(lin<ll  from 
Him,  before  the  Temforaty  Generation  they 
ipeak  of  If  this  be  well  proved,  other  Matters, 
as  we  lhall  fte  prdcntly,  will  be  cafily  ad- 
jufted. 

The  learned  and  judicious  f  Bifliop  Bull 
has  lufficiently  fhown,  of  every  Author  (ingly, 
(except  Jufiin,  whom  He  reckons  not  with 
Them)  that  He  muft  be  underftood  to  have 
believed  the  real  and  diftin€t  Petfonality  of  the 
Son ;  before  the  Temporary  Troceffion,  ot  Ge- 
neration mentioned.  His  reafbnings,  upon  that 
Head,  have  not  been  anfwer'd,  and,  I  am  per- 
fwaded, cannot:  So  that  I  might  very  well  Iparc 
my  Self  the  labour  of  adding  any  Thing  farther. 
But  for  the  fake  of  fuch«  as  will  not  be  at  the 
Pains  to  read  ot  confider  what  He  has  (aid  at 
laige i  I  fhall  endeavor  to  throw  the  Subftance 

•  Alex.  Epift.  Encfc.  Ath.  Op.  Vol.  I.  p.  399.  Athanif.VoI.i. 
p.  lai.  414.  |-oo.  619.  Et  aliW.    Greg.  Naiicnz.  Orat.  3f.  p.  574. 
Greg,  Nyfl:  at.  Orat.  c.  i.   Cyrill.  I  4.  in  Job.  c.  48.  Thcftur, 
p.  I  a.  13*   D^mafc.  1. 1.  Marc,  uiadoch.  p.  iif. 
^  f  Dcfcnf.  P.N.  Sca.  3.  c. 6,7,8, 9t»o* 
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of  it  into  a  fmaller  Compais,  in  the  fbUowing 
jParciculars :  Only  premifing  this,  that  dncc  all 
thefe  Authors,  went»  in  the  main,  upon  the 
Jame  Hyfothefis ;  They  are  the  bcft  Commen- 
tators one  upon  another :  And  whatever  Expli- 
cation we  meet  with  in  any  one,  two,  or 
three,  may  realbnably  (land  for  the  Senfe  of 
All ;  if  they  have  nothing  Contradidlory  to  it. 
Now  to  proceed. 

I.  *  Before  the  TroceJ/ion.  or  Generation, 
of  which  they  (peak,  they  fuppofe  the  Father 
not  to  have  been  alone ;  which  it  is  hard  to 
make  Senfe  of,  if  they  only  meant  that  He  was 
with  his  own  Attributes,  Powers,  or  Pcrfedi- 
bns:  As  much  as  to  fay.  He  was  wije^  and 
great,  and  powerful  by  Himfelf\  therefore  He 
was  not  alone.  Alone ^  indeed,  they  own  Him 
to  have  been,  with  refpe<%  to  any  Thing  ai 
extra ;  but  with  re(pe(f}:  to  what  was  in  Him- 
fclf.  He  was  not  alone ;  not  Jingle,  but  confin- 
ing of  a  plurality ^  having  the  Aoy(^  always 
With  Him. 

a.  The  fame  Aoy^'i  or  Word,  was  always 
f  with  Him;  conversed  with  Him;  wa$»  as  it 

*  M«i'^  y  0  ©Mf,  ^     tftfttT  0  Aoy^.  Theoph.  p.  130.  AivH^  s 

Aivl^  Sr.  All  which  Words  correfpond  to  the  ftveral  Nmwhs  of  tho 
Son  OP  Holt  Spirit  i  Ao^$,  n^m,  i^fUfAii,  /3«Ai|,  (rmi  wtcr^)  sad 
wtem  thifrme  Thing,  Hippolyt.  p.  13.  Cootr.  Noec.  Cmf.Ong. 
Ka&ians.  Orat,  gj-.  p.  ^74. 

Solus  autem>  quia  nihil  extriDfecus  prxtcr  illunii  csterum  ne  tunc 
quidcm  Solus.  Habebat  enim  fecum,  quam  habebat  in  (emettpfot 
Rationem  fuam  fcilicct.   TertuU,  Contr.  PrMX.  c.     p.  foj. 

were 
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were,  affiftiog  in  Council,  according  to  thoA 
Writers;  and  therefore,  certainly,  a  didindt 
Pcrfon.  It  would  be  very  improper  to  fey  that 
God  was  •  />f,  or  with  one  of  his  Attributes, 
or  conjulted  with  it :  All  fuch  Exprelfions  moft 
denote  a  diftind:  Peribnality. 

3.  The  feme  individual  Aoy®^>  who  after 
the  Trocejfion  was  undoubtedly  a  Terfon,  is 
fuppofed  to  have  exifted  before.  ^  Novatian 
is  cxprefs.  He  who  was  in  the  Father,  pro- 
*'  ceeded  from  the  Father.  It  is  the  fame  indivi- 
dual Aa^>  according  to  ^Theofhilus^  who  is 
O^mrtUy  always,  both  before  and  after  his 
Proceffion,  with  the  Father  5  and  therefore,  if 
He  was  a  real  Terfon  after,  which  is  not  di- 
fputed.  He  muft  have  been  fo  before.  That 
^  very  Aoy®-i  or  Word,  which  had  been  from 
all  Eternity  ciJ^x^elo?,  09  xap^et  0c«j  becomes 
afterwards  Trgo^ogtxoj.   If  therefore  He  was  ever 

miiJ,  lartfiy^f.    Tatian.  c.  7.  pag.  20.    *0  uu  ovft^m^m  tturSm 

TheOph.  p.  8t.     T09    OfTU  ^^TTXfTVi  iviii^Ttf  €>»   KUf^et  0f«v.  Id. 

p.  129*  -A  little  after,  ToZttf  cu^ZwXov,  t«vrev  vovy  ^  p^tmnp 
#yr»'       ■     ■  tJ*  Xtytti  outrQ  2^Tttf7v^  ct&iAoly.    Idem*  p.  29* 

Si  oecellaria  eft  Deo  materia  ad  opera  mundi,  ut  Hetmogenet 
eiiftimavic ;  Habuic  Deus  materiain  longe  digniorem  —  ^^^z&mmi 
fuim  fcilicct.  Sophia  autcro  Spiritus:  Haec  Illi  ConfiUaritts 

fuir,    Tert.  Cmtr,  Hermog. 

Tat.  p.  19» 

b  Qui  in  Patrc  fuit,  proceffit  ex  Patre,  p.  3 1.  Zeno  Vcronenfis. 
ffihe  fallowing  Century ^  exprejfes  it  thus:  proccdit  in  Nativitateni, 
qui  erat  antequam  naKcrctur,  in  Patre.  Hijich  1  add  for  Illy ftration. 

c  Pag.  lip. 

d  Tjwf  rc9  Ae j^r  iyiwnn  ^^t^niu  Thcoph.  p.  1 19.  in. 

\}z7«f;^«rSe.  Hippo).  C.  10.  p.  13*    N«f<,  ^  l»  nsCfAoi  iiiM9V79 

wMiQuS.  c»  1 1,  p.  14.  Comfort  Thcoph*  p.  129.  ^efcro  cited. 

a  tPrr- 
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a  Terfin^  He  muft  have  been  ip  always.  So 
i^ain :  The  Aoy®^  that  ipake  to  the  Prophets, 
and  who  was  undoubtedly  a  Terjbn^  is  the 
^very  lame  indiyidoal  Ao^pf,  which  was  always 
with  the  Father  ;  e  ae)  au^Tcc^^^y  ee^rjl  Tertul- 
Han,  who  didinguifhes  between  Rat»^  and 
Sermo  ^  and  aflerts  the  fonner  to  be  Eternal, 
and  the  latter  to  be  a  Terfon  ,  yet*coune<as 
Both  in  one ;  and  makes  Them,  in  Siihftaoce, 
the  very  fame;  the  felf-fame  Terfen  Both:  on- 
ly fuppofed  under  different  Capacities  and  dif- 
Rrent  Names,  before,  and  after  the  TrtceJlkm. 
It  was  one  and  the  fame  Hyfofiafis  ;  once 
Ratio  (according  to  this  Writer)  and  as  fuch. 
Eternal;  afterwards  Sermo,  and  as  iiioh,  ^zSw. 
The  feeming  di<ference  between  the  antient  Fa- 
thers upon  this  Point  is  eafily  reconciled,  fiiys 
a  d  very  worthy  and  learned  Trelate  of  our 
Church.  One  faith,  God  was  not  Sertnonalu 
a  frincipio,  or  \i\%Word  did  not  exift  till  the 
Creation ;  others  lay,  Chrift  is  hiyo^  "aUio^, 
the  Eternal  Word,  of  the  Father.  They 
*•  may  all  be  uudcrftood,  in  a  found  Senfe, 
with  the  help  of  this  Diftiu(3:ion.  The 
**  Word,  as  He  is  in^-juard  Speech  formed  from 
the  Eternal  Mind,  was  for  ever  with  God: 

a  Theoph.  p.  8i,  82. 

h  In  u(u  efl  i\o^x oxmnSermonm  diccrc  in  primordto  apudDeom 
fuiile,  cum  magis  Kathntm  Qovc\^ti2X.  antiquiorem  haben'i  quia  non 
SermoDalis  a  principio,  fed  Rationalis  Dcus  etiam  ante  priiidpiuin» 
&  quia  ipic  quoque  Strmo  Ratione  confiflcns,  priorem  earn  ut 
Sukftiintiarn  fuam  oflendat.  Contr,  Prax.  c.  5.  Comf»  Origcn.  io 
Joh,  p. 4 J,  44.  c  See  B3I).  Sed.  3.  c.  to* 

d  Bfjhop  of  Lirhfield  Mtid  Coventry,  S$rm.  p.  1 3, 14. 

"  But 
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But  as  God's  Agent  to  difpiay  and  Jkmd 
firtb  the  Wildom  of  God  ia  cxteroal  Works^ 
as  fucb^  He  exifted  not  till  the  Creation 
the  Creation  being,  as  it  were,  a  veriHUEx-^ 
plication  of  what  Reajbn  had  firft  fileody 
tho^ht,  difpofed,  and  rcibl  ved  within  it  (elf. 
4.  Ef  there  ftiil  remains  any  doubt  of  this 
Matter,  there  is  a  £u-cher  Argument  to  be  urg'd, 
which  may  be  juftly  looked  upon  as  clear,  full, 
and  decifive  in  the  Caie.    Had  thefe  Fathers 
believed  that  the  Aoyo^  or  Word,  was  an  At- 
tribute only,  or  Tower^  &c.  before  the  Tro- 
cejffion,  or  Generation^  which  they  fpeak  of; 
then  it  would  follow,  that  the  Son  began  firft 
to  be,  and  was  properly  a  Creature,  qoc 
T«r,  in  their  Opinion ;  and  that  Trocejfion  was 
bur  another  word  for  being  created.    But  rhele 
Writers  do  exprcfly  guard  againft  any  fiich  No- 
tion. ♦  Novation  very  clearly  diftinguiflies  be- 
tween ^rocejflon  and  Creation.  Athenagoras. 
is  ftill  more  exprels  to  the  fame  purpofe ;  f  de- 
claring that  the  Son  was  not  then  made,  but 
had  exifted  in  the  Father,  as  the  Aoy®*>  or 
Word,  from  all  Eternity. 

Juftin  Martyr  is  the  firft,  and  the  moft  con- 
fiderable  of  thofe  Writers ;  and  therefore  it  will 
be  proper,  to  examine  his  Sentiments  with  a 
more  particular  care  and  exadnels.    I  have  fe- 

*  Si  Homo  tantummodo  Chriilus,  quomodo  dicit.  I.go  ex  Di^ 
frodii,  Joh.  16.        cum  con(lat»  Hominem  a  Deo  Faclum 
noil  ex  Deo  Proc^jfef  c.  13. 

Mvrw  r  A*^y  mtw%  ^•junit  •it,     10*  p>  39* 
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Ic&cd  the  mofl:  material  Padages  I  could  find» 
which  may  help  to  give  us  a  juft  Idea  of  his 
Doctrine;  and  have  placed  Them  in  diftind 
Columns,  in  the  *  Margin.  It  would  fignify  lit- 
tle to  trandateThemi  becaufe  the  Arguments  an- 
fing  from  them  are  proper  only  to  Scholars.  I 
havediftinguilh*d  the  feveral  Citations  by  Figures, 
for  the  more  convenient  referring  to  Them. 

I.  I  obfcrve,  firft,  (SeeN.  that  He  joins 
kyetwiT@-y  with  A(pG<tfl©^  and  kth^  s  oppofing 


titnuswm  tiS  kii  om  Bm  tes^cnwuv 

yitp  ttircf  —  7f p  ^  Mym^rnF  iL^ey 

Paracn.  p.  90, 91.  Ox. 
1.  Owt  yap  ffi  ft?  T  ©««f  H 

in.  fA3^  yip  etylmTv^  ^  i^ittp* 
Dial.  p.  1 1.  Jcbb. 

7T<5  Paraen.  p.  87, 

A,  **OtetJbtt  tJ  mvTUf  ^ttrpt 
^tttVf  ciytytnTV  cm,  tsx  sfiv.  «  p^p 

C a.'  V./ 

ti  /i  nfiCTMp,  >^  0fo$,  ic; 

irpjrjninii.  Apol.  i  p.  13« 

o'vn  0  6>©^«,  x^^vTrr.f^u, 

ftXt^  u<i  }^  (Asr^  vaifx^f,  Parstn. 


5.  *lwJhMi        iyfiTUfifu  mi 

XtfTUi  K»}  r*/  «C9^!rKov 

fvcl,  tff         r  mrf^  •vri  rev 

V9^«p;t^.  Apol  I.  p.  112,123. 

Compare  the  Ciistseeu  before 
given  in  p'  37. 


6.  *0  Si  *lfO{  e!iKf(V«,  •  ftfC99i  As* 

cTt  Ttif  itp^9  ii  MrS  Wv- 
7B(  ixTitf?  ^  ins^fiineit  Xpiftf  /*f» 
K«r«e  TP  Kf;^^^M3|^  mm  jMrpftSmf  t« 
mtrrct  tfV  om/tov  r  Ofoy*  AnfTEHf, 

^S&ajKyo^tVfAU,  ipofjbtt,  lair,  «;(iK«c 
^uyuuui^  ii^niisyitrit  ip»^vr(^ 
tJ  <ftW  T  ki^inuf         Apol.  2. 

p.  14.  Ox. 

them 
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them  to  <>9ct/)To^,  y&o/xi9(§^,  Sf\iJLitifyy\rU  3  and 
•^Mw^®**  •  Here  therefore,  *  kym^o^,  is  not 
confkler'd  as  the  pcrfbnal  CharacJlcr  of  the  Fa- 
ther and  as  fignifying  unbegotten ;  but  as  it  be- 
Joogs  to  the  TO  cTtToy,  and  denotes  eternal,  un^ 
createdt  immutable  Exigence.  Either  Juftin 
iDoft  have  believed  that  kymrjTo^^  in  this  latter 
Senfe^  is  applicable  to  the  Son ;  or  elfe  He 
muft  have  filppofed  Him,  not  only  yevF)yTDV,  but 
ytBofjSpQf'y  S^/JLi^pyvirUy  and  ^OatprJ^  alfo,  which 
muft  appear  highly  abfurd  to  any  one  who  has 
ever  coniider'd  Jujtin's  Writings. 

X.  I  oblerve  {See  N.  x  )  that  God's  being 
kyinl^  and  3i(pQ(ip\^^$  is  fuppofed,  as  it  were,  the 
very  Ground  and  Foundation  of  his  being  God  5 
on  account  of  which  He  is  0eo$ ;  and  without 
which,  conlcquently^  He  could  not  be  QtSu 
If  therefore  the  Aoy@-  be  nor,  in  this  Senfe, 
kytwilo$  and  Si(p^cLp%$^  He  is  not  according 
to  Juftin  Martyr :  And  yet  no  Man  is  more 
exprels  than  Juftin,  every  where,  in  making 
the  Sod  ©ei^,  and  infilling  very  much  upon  it. 

3.  Juftin  makes  0  m  to  anfwcr  to  the  Pla- 
tonifts  TO  or.  (SeeN.  i.)  And  either  of  thenl 

*i  wad  ^Ht  hint  that  the  words  uyivfTiloi  and  <i>«»j)Ioc,  with  douSlt  or 
fingU  9,  hnvi  teen  ufed  very  prortiifcuoufiy  in  Anthers  j  Mnd  h»rd]j 
CMme  to  be  nccurately  difiinguijh'd,  till  the  Arian  Controverfy  gave  oc- 
eafionfor  it.  See  Suicer's  Thcfaurus,  upon  the  Ecclefiajlical  ufe  of  thefo 
fi^ordsi  snd  Cudworth  for  profane  Writers,  p.  i53.*5-4..  and  Mont- 
hucoxi  Mdmon.  /»  Athan.  Dccret.  Syn.  N.  p.  207.  The  Son  is  properly 
ttyirSoit  as  well  as  the  Father;  Ignatius;  fo  Irenzus*  foOngcnex- 
frefiy  ftiles  Him;  and  Athenagoras'i  i  ytvefjunoq,  is  to  the  fame  effeH.^ 
the  fimilitude  of  the  Word  and  Sound  was,  vety  probably,  the  chief 
Riofm  why  the  Title  of  iy/wfo?  was  not  oftner  applied  to  the  Son  ; 
wljith  Omiffion  however  is  comffnfated  bj  other  equivalent  Exprejjions* 

M  equi- 


1S4      -^DEFENSE  QitVIH. 

equivalent  to  oie)  and  that  to  yma»  fAii  tx^^ 
uncreated,  immutable,  neceflTarily-exiftiog.  Now 
compare  N.  5.  and  two  more  Citations  given 
above,  37.  and  from  thence  it  is  manifeft 
that  Jujiin  makes  the  Acyo^  to  be  0  ^fy  in  his 
own  proper  Perfon.  And  He  gives  the  reaibn 
here  why,  or  on  what  Account,  He  might  juftly 
flile  Himfelf  @io^  (and  the  fame  muft  hold  for 
0  m)  it  is  becaufe  He  is  0ec^,  as  God's  Son; 

4.  Jujlin  Martyr,  having  taken  notice  that 
the  Father  had  properly  no  Name,  (4y^^N.4.6.) 
as  having  nothing  antecedent  or  pre-exi(tent, 
does,  immediately  after,  repeat  the  Obfervation 
of  having  no  Name,  and  applies  it  to  the  Son ; 
obferving  that  neither  He,  properly,  has  any 
Name,  but  only  fome  Titles  or  Appellations 
given  Him,  from  what  He  did  in  Time ;  parti- 
cularly from  His  coming  forth  to  create  and  put 
into  beautifiil  Order  the  whole  Syftem  of  Things. 
This  fcems  to  infmuate  his  Co-eternity  with  the 
Father ;  and  the  more  fb,  becaufe  Jujfin  ob- 
ferves,  at  the  lame  time,  that  He  is  emphati- 
cally Son  of  the  Father,  (0  >jty>iiw$  xueicej 
't|o^,)  and  Co-exiftent  (aiiyo)?)  with  his  Fa- 
ther, before  the  World ;  tho'  begotten  or  lent 
forth,  in  time,  to  create  the  Univerfe.  Thefe 
Confiderations  convince  me  that  Juflin^  as  welJ 
as  Athenagoras ,  taught  the  ftrid:  Co- eternity 

*  Compure  Dial.  p.  364.  185.  57 1. 184.  Ed.  Jcbb.  /  aJJfirlllM' 
f  ration  thefe  Words  of  Cyril.  '^Om^  uy  f|  uyifnns  km  u^^u^tu  yy/if' 
r/J),  TbTx  7rav7a$  ufittfuj,  »i  kyiyj/H*,  C>ril.  Alcx.  Thcfaur.  p,  34. ' 

of 
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of  tbe  Son;  which  is  equally  true  of  all  the 
other  Writers. 

Befides  this,  the  feveral  *  Similitudes,  which 
rhefe  Authors  oled,  to  illudrate  the  Nature  of 
that  ^rocejjion^  fuch  as  the  Sun  and  its  Rays ^ 
the  Fountain  and  its  Streams^  the  Root  and 
its  Branches^  one  Fire  lighting  another,  and 
the  like;  manifeftly- (how ,  that  They  never 
dream'd  of  the  Son's  being  created.  Then, 
the  cire  they  took  left  any  one  ihould  imagine 
there  was  any  T>iviJion  of  the  Father's  Sub- 
(lance  ;  and  their  inculcating  that  He  was 
prolatuSy  non  feparatus\  brought  forth,  but 
not  feparated  from  the  Father,  dcmonftratc 
their  meaning  to  be,  that  here  was  no  Pro*» 
do^ion  of  a  new  Subftance,  but  an  Emana^ 
tion,  Manifeftation  ^  or  Trocejfion  of  what 
was  before.  Farther,  their  declaring  that,  tho^ 
He  proceeded  from  the  Father,  He  was  ftill  in 
the  Father,  (taken  together  with  the  f  Maxim, 
that  nothing  is  in  God  but  what  is  God^  fets 
the  matter  beyond  all  reafbnable  Scruple.  la 
a  word ;  as  they  all  held  the  Confubjlantiality 
of  the  Son  with  the  Father,  which  is  as  clear 
as  tbe  Light)  in  their  Writings ;  they  muft  have 

•  Juftin.  M.  Dial.  p.  183.  573.  Jebb.  Athcnagoras  p.  40.  95* 
Oz.  Ed*  Tatian,  c.  8*  p.  »i,  aa.  Ox*  Ed.  Tertuli.  Apol.  c.  21 4 
Adr.  Praz.  c.  8*  Hippolytus  Contr.  Noet.  a  11,  p.  13*  Contr* 
Jud.  p.  4.    Fabric.  Vol.  2. 

N«  Athcnagoras'/  words  in  firiHnefst  meant  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft  only,  in  Both  places.  But  the  reafon  being  the  fame  for  one  ms 
the  ether t  they  are  equalfy  afpUcabU  to  Either -j  and  it  is  thus  onlf  t 
tDOtild  S$  tmderjiood,  wherever  I  apply  either  of  the  Piijfages  to  thi 
Son,  t  VkJ*  Bull  D.  F.  N*  p.  19S4 

M  %  been 
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been  the  moft  inconfiftent  Men  in  the  Worldi 
had  they  thought  that  the  Troceffion,  or  Ge- 
neration of  the  Son,  was  a  Creation,  or  new 
^rodu£iion  of  Him ;  or  had  they  not  firmly 
believed  that  He  cxifted,  the  living  and  Jkh- 
fiantial  JVord,  from  all  Eternity. 

Jujiin  Martyr  feems  to  have  fpoke  theScnfe 
of  all,  in  faying,  •'That  the  Aoyojcoexiftcd  with 
•*  the  Father  before  the  Creatures ;  and  was  then 
begotten,  when  the  Father  at  firfl:  created  and 
put  into  beautiful  Order  the  Frame  of  Things^ 
See  the  paflage  above  *.    The  Emperor  Con- 
ftantine  afterwards  exprefles  the  fame  Thought, 
ibmething  more  fiilly  and  diflinSly,  thus, 
f  The  Son,  who  was  always  in  the  Father, 
was  begotten,  or  rather  proceeded  forth^  for 
the  orderly  and  ornamental  Methodizing  of  the 
•*  Creation.  I  chufc  to  follow  the  Senfe,  rathet 
than  the  ftrid:  Letter.    Whether  thofe  Writers 
went  upon  any  folid  Reafbns,  in  a/Tigning  fuch 
or  fuch  parts,  in  the  work  of  Creation,  to  Father, 
Son,  or  Holy  Ghoft,  is  not  very  itfaterial.  It 
is  manifeft,  they  fiippofed  the  whole  Trinity 
to  be  concerned  in  it ;  and  to  Create,  as  it  wcre^ 
in  concert.    Their  afcribing  the  orderly  adjuft- 
ment  and  beautifying  part  to  the  Son,  fccms  to 
have  been  in  allufion  to  his  Names  of  \iy^^ 
and  (jTxptflt,  and  cpS^.    In  refpe<^  of  the  laft  of 
them,  Hippolytus  fiippoles  the  Generation  to 

Apud  Gclaf.  h€t,  Syn.  Nic.  part.  3.  p./8. 

be 
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be  poflerior  to  the  Creation,  upon  God's  faying. 
Let  there  be  Light.  Then  did  the  Son  fra- 
ceed  oik  c/K  (p<»w$.  *  Tertullian  ieems  to  have 
had  the  fame  Thought ;  and,  perhaps,  f  Origen. 
Atbenagoras  hkewife  fiippoles  the  Troce£ion 
to  be  ^fcer  the  Creating  of  the  unformed  Mais 
of  Things.  And  yet  nothing  is  plainer  than 
that  %  all  thefc  Writers  believed  the  frior  Ex- 
idence  of  the  Son ;  and  that  Things  were  at 
firfl  created  by  Him,  as  well  as  afterwards 
adorned  and  regulated.  In  fhort,  whatever  the 
Father  is  fuppofed  to  have  done,  was  by  His 
Son  and  Holy  Spirit;  therefore  frequently  ftiled 
Manus  Tatris:  But  the  Au^errict,  the  iieJigU'- 
ing  part,  was  thought  moft  properly  to  be  re* 
lerved  to  the  Father,  as  the  firft  Peribn.  Thefe 
are  Things  not  to  be  too  curioufly  inquired  intOt 
or  too  rigoroufly  interpreted ;  but  to  be  under* 
ftood  ^eoTr/jeTToT^.  In  the  whole,  they  have  a  very 
good  meaning ;  and  were  founded  in  the  Belief 
of  a  Co  ejfential  and  Co  eternal  Trinity. 

From  what  hath  been  faid,  I  preiume,  it  is 
evident  that  there  was  no  difference  at  all,  in 
the  main  of  the  DocStrine,  between  Thefe,  and 
the  other  Catholick  Writers;  but  a  difiereitf 

*  Contr.  Prax.  c.7.  ii.  f  Vid.  Huet.  Orxgenfan*  p«4K 

^  As  to  Athenagoras.  fuprn,  Tertullian  fiys:  Deum  hnmU" 
tmhtleth  &  informabilem  credi  necefle  eft,  uc  Kternum  $  quodcunque 
transfiguratur  in  aliud,  definit  eilc  quod  fuerar,  6c  hwfit  iff§  quod  non 
VM,  Deus  autem.  neque  definit  cfTe,  neque  aliud  |>oteft  eile ;  Sermo 
autcm  Dous,  ^c,  G)ntr.  Prax.  c.  27*  Hippolytus  hath  thofo  wtrds. 
n«r|t  cvuit^,  adv.  Jud,p.4.  'Tm(  iwwMh  Concr,  Noct.  p.  16.  'Ati 
^^,  cv  ^'^if  ^WT^sjaT,  r  J  Htm  9vnnmfx,i9  yttinm^i  ft^  wear 9^  uiSm^ 
^  Kfy^*  ^  icsr/^V  sM^iCtAik.  Fabric.  Vol.  i.  p.  29.  On^ 
»f  havi  ftm  Ufor$. 

M  3 


XjS       -/fDEFENSE  Qa.VIU. 

manner  only,  of  cxpreffing  the  fame  Thiog^ 
The  Queftion  was  not,  whether  the  Hypoftajis^ 
Or  Terjon,  of  the  Son  was  from  all  Eternity, 
co^^eval  with  the  Father  and  confubflanttai  with 
Him ;  in  That,  they  all  perfedly  agreed.  Nor 
was  there  any  difference  about  the  Troceffion: 
fbr  the  ♦  latter  Writers  acknowledged  it  as  well 
fts  Thofe  before  them ;  and  made  it  Temporary 
and  Voluntary,  as  Thofe  did.  But  the  <^e- 
ftion  was,  whether,  the  Son's  eternal  Co-ex- 
iftence,  (I  fliould  rather  fay,  the  co-eternal  Ex- 
Iftence  of  the  lliould  be  deemed  Sonjhtp 

fmd  Filiation  or  no ;  or  whether  the  Vrocef- 
fion  might  not  more  properly  be  fo  ftiled. 
Tertullian  (and  perhaps  Others)  was  of  Opi- 
nion that  this  latter  was  f  ferfeBa  Nativitas 
Sermon  is ;  The  perfect  Nativity,  or  Birth  of 
thefVord:  who  had  been,  as  it  were,  quiefcent 
and  un-opcrating  from  all  Eternity,  til!  He 
came  forth  to  Create  the  World:  And  :j:  Hif- 
polytus  carried  this  Notion  fb  far,  as  to  think 
the  Filiation  not  compleated,  till  He  had  run 
thro*  the  laft  fort  of  Sonlhip,  in  becoming  Man. 
All  this  is  true,  in  (bme  Senle,  and  when  right- 
ly explained.    But  other  Fathers  thinking  this 
Vray  of  Ipeaking  liable  to  abufe  and  mif  con- 

•  Vid.  Bull.  Dcf.  F.  N.  Sc<a.  3.  c.  9. 
+  Contr.  Prax.  c.  7. 

^  Contr.  Noct.  c  if.  p.  17.  OoVi  y^f  i<mfX9i  mm  xkB-'  Uvrot  i 
fioy^  TtXuQi  n9  Ml  Tti  r«A«^  Aoy»$  i>9  fju^voyiniq.  It  is  renutrk^ 
0Sie,  that  Ut  makes  tht  Son  perfeiily  ft*w9yum*  tho  not  ferfeHiy  V«» 
hefore  the  Incarnation*  Others  might  perhafs  rea/on,  in  like  manmr^ 
jffith  regard  to  the  v^wXivn^i  thinking  Him  to  have  been  A«y^,  or 
j^Fo^J-iK,  hefere  it,  bnt  not  'ijc^, 

flruc^ion, 
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flru^on ;  and  confidering,  probably,  chat  the 
Aoy©*,  or  Word ,  might  *  properly  be  called 
SoM^  in  refped:  of  that  eternal  Exiftence  which 
He  ever  enjoyed  in,  and  from  the  Father  as 
rfae  Head)  Root,  FountaiUt  and  Caufe  of  All ; 
they  chofe  to  give  That  the  Name  of  Genera- 
tion :  and  to  call  the  other  Two,  ^  Condefcen- 
Jums^  Manifeftations^  Proceeding  forth,  or 
the  like.    So  we  have  feen  it  in  Methodius^ 
before  cited  for  the  eternal  Generation :  And 
He,  very  probably,  had  the  notion  from  ^  Ju- 
ftin  Martyr  \  who,  in  like  manner,  interprets 
Generation^  in  the  fecondary  Senle,  by  Mani- 
feftation.    And  even  ^  Hiffolytus^  as  before 
ob/erved,  explains  the  Troceffion^  or  Genera- 
tion of  the  Son,  a  little  after  the  Creation,  by 
Manifejlation  of  Him. 

a  Omnis  Origo  parens  e(l;  omoe  quod  ex  On'gine  profertur* 
progenies  eft^  TertuU,  Contr.  PrMX^  c«  8.  See  Novat.  a6ove,  p*  141. 

r»9»  fjuu  H9  9^  i  iiAMf  rif  xuynf.  Euf.  EccL  Th.  1. 1*  c.  1 1,  p.  7 

Ttf  ix  1199^  xjBTiipx"  Uiutt,  ^5    ift9,  Athan.Orat.  4-  p*  6i9. 

h  It  b  ohfervable  that  Juftio  Martyr  applies  the  word  o&«ceA&Ai 
the  latter  of  them^  as  well  as  to  the  Former^  Dial,  a  18.  Jebb. 

jind,  iu  like  manner,  Clement  ^Alexandria  ufes  o&fAS-Ary  of  Both, 
p.6f4.  and  Hippolytus,  of  the  latter,  Contr.  Noct.  c.  17. 

c  On  the  words.  Thou  art  my  Son,  this  day  have  I  begotten  Thee  it 
He  comments  thus.  Tors  ytrsaif  tturov  Xt^Mv  ^9*^  tok  'At^aiTnii,  iliru 
V  >*«0T«  muToZtfA^tXXi  ^p*o!J^.    Dial.  p.  170.  Ed.  Jebb. 

d  Ttf  t^9  PW9  atvrZ  fj^^fm  ^(jrtfw  o^rof  yjertt^xi^'^ru,  rZ  Si  ^90- 
fjttlfm  niw-fSfU  ito^et-nf  ovrtt,  o^ttrof  Tttui,  C,  lO.  p.13.  A  little  before 
He  had  faid.  TSf  ^tofjuitti9  «pxv/09  kaI  cufiiC9Xo9  xou  ifyujiu 
iywm  Af^D,  $9  Xi'^c9  *)^ei9  cv  ietvrZ  et9^et799  re  Sfrtk,  rf  KV^of/bbat 

Thf  Words  of  Zcno  Veronenfls  may  be  addid,  as  a  good  Comment 
upon  the  former.  Cujus  (Pmris)  ex  Ore.  ut  rerum  natura,  qux  ndn 
erat>  fingeretur,  prodivit  Unigcnitus  Filius,  Cordis  ejus  Nobiiis  In« 
quilinus:  exiade  vifibilis  efledus*  quia  Hunoanum  genus  vifitaturus 
cnu>  tire* 

M  4  After 
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After  ^rius  arofe;  the  Catholicks  fband  it 
highly  neccfTary  to  infift  much  on  the  etermd 
Generation.  For,  the  Avians^  takiDd;  advan- 
'  rage  of  it,  that  the  Temporary  Condefcenjion 
•of  the  Son,  to  create  the  World,  had  been 
often  called  hlsGeneration.v^Qve  for  looking  no 
higher  ;  but  artfully  infinuated  that  this  was  the 
f\rik  froduSiion  of  Him;  and  that  it  was  abfurd 
ro  talk  of  the  Son's  exifting  before  He  was  be- 
got ten :  in  oppofition  to  which  pretence,  we 
find  the  Nicene  Fathers  anathematizing  fiich 
as  Ihould  fay,  that  the  ♦  Son  exijied  not  be- 
fore He  was  begotten  ;  meaning  in  the  Senfc 
now  explained.  However,  the  Arians  might 
have  known  that  the  eternal  Exiftencc  of  the 
Aoy@^  was  univerfally  Taught;  and  even  by 
thofe  who  afTcrted  a  Temporal  Generation.  Nor 
indeed  were  they  ignorant  of  it;  but  f  they 
contrived,  for  a  Salvo,  to  maintain,  that  the 
My®*,  or  Word,  which  was  held  to  be  Eter- 
nal^ was  not  the  fame  with  the  Aoy®-,  or 
Word  begotten ;  the  former  being  only  the 
Father's  own  proper  Word,  and  no  fubftantial 
Thing :  the  latter,  a  created  Subftance,  dired^- 
ly  contrary  to  all  Antiquity  which  has  no- 
thing to  countenance  any  luch  Notion  of  a  two- 
fold Aoy®*-  Upon  this,  it  became  ncceflary  to 
explain  in  what  Senfc  zv\y^  Temporal  Genera- 
tion had  been  afTcrted;  and  16  keep  up  the 
true  Catholick  IDodlrine,  which  had  obtaiqVl 

f       Pull.  Ocf.  F.  p.  1^8.   Athan.  Orat.iv  p.  ^07, 

froi« 
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from  the  Beginning;  namely,  of  the  Etemid 
Aoy®-  diftind:  from  the  Father;  Son  of  the 
Father ,  as  partaking  of  the  fame  divine  Sub- 
ftance  from  all  Eternity ;  *  going  out  from  the 
Father  to  create  the  World ;  and  laftly  conde- 
fcending  to  become  Man :  Son,  in  all  thefe  re- 
Ipeds,  but  primarily  and  chiefly  in  refped  of 
the  firft.  From  the  whole,  we  may  remark^ 
that  an  explicite  ProfeflSon  of  eternal  Gene- 
ration might  have  been  difpens'd  with;  pro- 
vided only  that  the  eternal  Exiftence  of  the 
Aoy®-,  as  a  real  Jubfifting  ^erfin,  in,  and  of] 
the  Father,  (  which  comes  to  the  fame  Thing) 
might  be  fccured.  This  was  the  point ;  and  thiis 
was  all.  In  this,  all  found  Catholicks  agreed ; 
and  to  difpute  it.  was  accounted  Herejy,  and 
Bla/phemy.  If  any  one,  difliking  the  Name, 
or  the  Phrafe  of  eternal  Generation,  tbinki; 
it  better  to  alfert  an  eternal  IVord,  inftead 
of  an  eternal  Son ,  ( meaning  thereby  a  di- 
ftin(9t  Perfon,  and  conjkbftantial  with  God, 
whole  fVord  He  is)  and  refers  the  Generation 
to  his  firft  and  fecond  Manifeftation ,  at  the 
Creation  and  Incarnation ;  there  feems  to  be 
no  farther  harm  in  it,  than  what  lies  in  the 
Words,  and  their  liableneft  to  be  mifconftrued, 

•  This  is  Will  exfnfs'J  *  '->$  Antiochian  Vnthtrs^  agMinft  Paul  0/ 
SamoAta;  ami  by  Qemenr  4^  Alexandria,    Tww  mfttMfM»t9  rS 

7         Labb.  Cone*  Tom.  i.  p.  8|f«   tImw  aurwvfnMf,  »An^«- 

S  nsTiMsu  ithiufii^ytj-mi,  Clem*  Alex.  Quis  div*  p.  pjTjr.  O^, 
f  Vid*  Atlun.  VoL  l.  p.  %xx, 
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or  to  give  Offence.  Here  therefore  every  Man  : 
is  left  to  his  own Difcretion  and  Prudence:  On- 
ly the  iafer  way  leems  to  be,  to  follow  the  : 
mofl  general  and  mofl:  approved  manner  of 
ExpreHion,  together  with  the  antient  Faith; 
being,  in  all  probability,  the  fureft  means  to  pre- 
ferve  Both.  I  defignedly  faid,  firft  an  J  lad,  not  | 
firfl:  or  kd.    For,  iuch  as  interpret  the  Gene-  ' 
ration,  of  the  lajl  only,  (land,  I  think,  *  dear- 
ly condemned  by  Scripture ;  many  places  where- 
of can  never  fairly  be  accounted  for  by  the 
jK/ir^riv/^i^j  Conception  iblely :  Befides  that  from 
Barnabas,  and  Clemens  Romanus,  down  to 
the  Council  of  Nice,  all  the  Chriftian  Wri- 
ters fpcak  unanimoufly  of  a  higher,  antecedent 
Sanjhijf> ;  and,  generally,  even  found  JVorJhi^ 
upon  it. 

I  ihall  jud  obferve  to  you,  in  the  dole  of 
this  Article,  that,  from  what  hath  been  laid,  you 
may  know  what  Judgment  to  make  of  an  Af^ 
iertion  of  f  Dr.  Clarke's,  viz.  That  the  kamed'ft 
of  the  moft  Orthodox  Fathers,  who  ajferted 
the  Eternal  Generation  of  the  Son,  did  yet 
meverthelefs  ajfert  it  to  be  an  A£t  of  the  Fa- 
tber's  eternal  Power  and  Will.  By  which  the 
Dod:or  feems  to  infmuate,  that  the  good  Fathers 

*  Sane  in  ii^a  ex  Maria  Virgine  nativitate  Suppema  2c  Singularis 
H^fjc^  atque  excelleotia  P^iliationis  Domini  ooftri  adeo  noo  coo(ifiir, 
lit  ea  ipfa  Nativitaa  ad  ejus  Hupendam  wvyt^-rnQmnp  onasiBo  re- 
ferenda lit.  Hoc  nos  fatis  aperte  docent,  (i  mode  a  Spiritu 
San^o  edoceri  velirouf.  multis  in  locis,  S.  literg.  ■  Ita  fein- 

fCT  credidic  inde  ab  ipfis  Apoftolis  Catholica  Chriftt  Ecclefi^ 
Mull.  |.  p.  df&  Dr.  Fiddcs  Vol  I.  B.  4.  Chu  x. 

^  Script.  Do6ti>  p.a8Q.  4/141  247. 

did 
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did  not  anderftand  Eternal  in  the  (Irid  Senfe. 
If  the  learned  Dodor  can  Ihow,  that  Thofe,  who 
maintained  only  the  Voluntary  and  Temporary 
Proceffion  of  the  Son,  believed  that  the  Aiy^ 
was  eternally  prc-exifting  in  tbe^ather,  by  an 
ASf  of  his  Will ;  or  that  Thofc  who  exprefly 
aHertedan^^WM/  Generation,  believed  alio  that 
it  was  an  Arbitrary  Thing,  and  might  have 
been  otherwile,  (which  I  iiippofe  is  the  Doctor's 
Senfe  of  an  Aa  of  the  mil)  then  He  will 
do  fomething.  Bur,  as  none  of  his  Authorities 
prove  any  thing  like  it ;  it  would  have  been  a 
prudent  part,  at  lead,  not  to  have  produced 
Them  to  fb  little  purpofe.  But  enough  of  this 
Matter :  I  have,  I  hope,  (ufficiently  exflaitfi 
my  Self  upon  this  Head ;  and  have  therefore 
the  more  rcafon  to  exped:  a  dtfiin£t  Anjwer 
from  You,  whenever  you  think  proper  to  re* 
confider  this  Subjed:. 
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H^hether  th^  divine  Attributes,  Onmifcienct, 
Vbiquity,  &c.  Tho/e  individual  Attributes, 
fan  be  communicated  without  the  divine 
Ejfence.from  which  they  are  inferable  ? 

TH  E  intent  of  this  Query  was  to  prevent 
Equivocations;  and  to  make  theNext  clearer. 
You  agree  with  me  that  the  individuei  divine 
Attributes  cannot  be  communicated  without  the 
i/ndi:vidual  Nature  in  which  they  fubfift-  You  add. 
that  Dr.  Clarke,  in  the  230th  page  of  bis  Re- 
Plies',  hath  plainly  Jhown,  ihfil  individual  Attri- 
tefttes*  divine  or  not  divine,  cannot  fojfibly  be 
4mmunicated  at  all.  Well  then ;  we  know  what 
the  DcH^or  means  by  all  divine  Tawers^  in 
iis  Scripture  Dodtrine,  (/.  298.)  which  is  one 
fioint  gained ;  For  when  words  are  ftripp'd  of 
their  Ambiguity,  we  may  be  the  better  able  to 
d.caj  with  them.  As  to  the  Doctor's  Aphorifm 
laid  dowa  230.)  I  may  have  leave  to  doubt 
Qf  it  5  notwirhftanding  that  it  is  let  forth  to  us, 
the  utmoft  AflTurancc.  It  is  notunufiial  with 
ihe  Dodtor  to  lay  down  Maxims,  in  relation 
IP;  this  Controverly,  which  Himfelf  would  not 
%lfow,  at  another  Time,  or  in  another  Subje<^. 
for  Inftance  ^  necejfary  Agents  are  no  C^ufes, 

*  Whturut%  ^/tcuh  from  any  Being,  oihermfi  than  tbi  Will 
^  f W  Beings ,  dotb  not  in  Truth  proceed  from  that  Beings  but 
i'mfimfi  <9ih^  CAufe  V  Ncccffity  t;sfria^(k  ^nd  indefndM  of 

tha^ 
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that  Is,  they  do  not  fo  properly  Ad,  as  or* 
aded  upon.  This  is  very  true  of  all  J^nite  ne- 
ceflary  Agents ;  for,  all  their  necefTary,  or  nd*^ 
turalA&s^  proceed  not  fo  properly  from  Themj 
as  from  God  the  Author  of  their  Natures.  But 
does  it  therefore  follow  that,  if  God  ads  6y  t 
Neceffity  of  Nature,  in  fomc  Inftances,  Hi 
is  therein  oBed  upon  likewife  ?  Or  that  all  the 
Ads  of  the  divine  Nature  are  Voluntary,  and 
Free\  none  natural  and  neceffary?  ThiJ 
(hould  not  be  laid  by  one  who^  ilfewhere^ 
(peaks  fo  much  of  God*s  being  infinitely  wi/i^ 
and  infinitely  good,  infinitely  happy,  &c.  by 
an  abfilute  neceffity  of  Nature  \  unlefs  He 
could  be  certain  that  knowing,  loving,  con^ 
templating,  and  enjoying  Himfelf,  do  not  iin* 
ply  perpetual  A£iing\  or  that  an  infinitely 
aiiive  Being  can  ever  ceafo  to  A£t.  I  lb  all 
not  Icruple  to  aflert,  that  by  the  fame  abfolnte 
necejjity  of  Nature  that  the  Father  exifts^  He 
cxifts  as  a  Father ;  and  Co-exifis  with  his 
ejfential  Son  proceeding  from  Him.  If  you  lay» 
this  fuppoles  the  Son  Selfexiftent,  or  Vn-ori^ 
ginate;  I  delire  it  may  not  be  /aid  only,  but 
f  roved.  *  In  the  Interim ,  I  take  leave  to 
luppole  that  Vniegotten,  and  Begotten ;  ^Oh'- 
originate^  and  Proceedings  are  different  Ideas 

tbsi  Mehig.  Nccdfary  Agentf  an  no  Caufes*  hut  mIwm^s  lodru- 
meots  Mjf  in  th$  fmnd  of  fhlm  pfhtr  P^r.  Replj*  pag.  1171 
Compare  p  113.  %   •  > 

^t^^nf^mi^  C/riL  Catedb      p*  141*  Ox. 
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Agaia  (/.  ^^8.)  *He  finds  fault  with  the  Au- 
thor of  fome  Conjideratitms^  for  fiippo^i  og  that 
the  Son  is  fomething  more  than  a  meer  Name^ 
and  yet  not  a  real  difiinSi  Being :  And  upon 
this  lays  down  another  Afhorifm ;  thae  there 
IS  no  Medium  between  a  Being%  and  not  a 
Being:  which  indeed  is  a  very  true  one,  if 
Beings  and  Being,  are  taken  in  the  fame  Senfe ; 
but  not  otherwile.  For  let  me  mention  almoft 
a  parallel  Cafe.  Upon  the  Dodor's  Hyjpothefis^ 
that  God's Suhfiance  is  extended  every  where; 
and  that  the  lame  is  the  Subjtratum  of  Sface; 
we  may  imagine  two  Subjirata^  one  pervading 
the  Sun,  and  the  other  the  Moon»  which  are 
both  diflind,  and  diftant.  Will  you  pleafe  to 
tell  us,  whether  thelb  two  are  real  diftin£i  Be- 
ings, or  no  ?  If  They  arc,  you  nwy  leave  it 
to  others  to  prov6  them  intelligent  Bcittgi,  that 
is,  Ter/ous :  And,  perhaps,  the  very  next  con- 
fequence  will  make  them  two  Gods,  upon  the 
Dodor's  own  Principles :  If  they  are  not  real 
dijiinlf  Beings  j  then  here  is  Ibmething  admit- 
ted between  a  Being,  and  not  a  Being ;  con- 
trary to  the  Dodor's  Maxim :  unlefs  He  makes 
them  Nothing ;  and  luppofes  two  Spaces^  with- 
out any  Subftratum  at  all;  two  Extenjions^ 
without  any  thing  extended. 

But  let  us  confider,  whether  fomething  may 
not  be  thought  on,  to  help  both  the  learned 

*To  Mvold  this  Confequenci,  He  Is  fmtd  to  fufpofi  (f.  tp.^  thst 
the  Son  is  fomith'mg  mare  than  a  mere  Name ,  and  yet  not  M  real 
diQiod^  Beings  that  u  to  fay,  that  He  it  fomthini  htween  %  Being, 
mU  not  a  Being.  C/.  tiefly,  p.  22% 
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DoAox  and  Us  out  of  thefe  Difficulties.  Th« 
Truth  of  this  Matter,  fb  far  as  I  apprehend,  is» 
that  Beimg  may  fignify,  either,  fiiDply,  what 
Exiftsi  or  what  cxifts  Separately.  This  Di- 
ftindioii  feems  to  be  jud,  and  oecefTary ;  and 
fxxch  asyou'l  the  more  readily  come  into,  having 
occaiion  for  it,  as  well  as  we.  I  hope,  none 
are  lb  weak,  as  to  deny  the  Terfons  to  exift 
in  reality.  The  very  School-Men  Themfelves 
never  icruple  to  call  Them  Tres  Res^  Tres 
entes^  or  the  like,  in  that  Senfe ;  tho',  at  the 
fimc  time,  in  the  other  Senfe  of  Beings  They 
are  ail  bat  one  Being,  una  Jumma  res^  and  una 
res  numeral  which  comes  much  to  the  fame 
with  Tertullian^s  una  (indivifa)  Suhjlantia  in 
Tribus  coharentlbus  \  (only  fertingafide  his  par- 
ticular manner  of  Explication)  and  is  theSenieof 
all  Antiquity.  Upon  the  Foot  of  this  Diftindion, 
you  may  readily  apprehend  thofe  Words  of 
Gregory  Nazianz^en^  fpoken  of  the  three  Per- 
fbns.    Imki  39  Tjm^  39  <))^^9  oiyct9ol  tLyL* 

tQ  foS  '^ti^ofloi  Tfll  By  the  fame  Di- 

ftindion,  you  may  probably,  underfland  a 
very  noted  Creeii ;  which  fcems  to  have  coft 
the  learned  Dod:or  fome  Pains  in  explain- 
ing. To  return  to  our  Inftance  of  the  Two 
Subftrata.  I  (uppofe  the  Dodlor,  or  your  felf, 
will  be  content  to  allow,  that  This  is  Snbfiance^ 
and  That  Subftance ;  and  yet  not  Subftances^ 
but  one  Subftance.    In  like  manner  alfo.  This 

f  Ortt.  13.  p.  x\u  Parif,  Ed> 
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IS  Beingi  dnd  Thit  Being;  and  yet  not  Twd 
Beings,  but  one  Being:  This  Eternal,  and  That 
Eternal ;  and  yet  not  Two  Eternals,  bur  Ooe 
f)ternal.  I  might  go  on  almoft  the  length  of 
an  Athanajian  Creed.  This  mnft  be  yoor 
manner  of  ipeakingi  if  you  come  to  Parti- 
culars ;  and  that  becaufe  the  Subjlrata  are  lap- 
poicd  to  have  no  feparate  Exiftence  independent 
on  each  other,  but  to  be  united  by  fbme  com*> 
mon  Ligaments,  which  perhaps  yotfl  call  per- 
final  Attributes.  And  why  then  Ihould  you  be 
Revere  upon  Us,  for  ufing  the  like  Language,  and 
ppon  better  Reafons?  We  believe  the  Three 
Ferlbns  to  have  no  feparate  Exiftence  indepen- 
dent on  each  other ;  we  fuppoic  Them  more 
united,  in  ibme  refpedls,  than  the  Subftrata  are 
liippos'd  in  your  Scheme ;  becaufe  equally  pre- 
fent  every  where:  We  admit  Ibme  common 
Ties  or  Bands  of  Union,  which  we  call  effen- 
Attributes  and  Perfedions.  Either  there- 
fore allow  us  Our  way  of  fpeaking ;  which  we 
think  decent  and  proper ;  fuitable  to  the  Idea 
\ve  have,  and  to  the  Circumftanccs  of  the  Cafe ; 
founded  in  the  very  Nature  and  Reafbn  of 
Things:  Or  elle,  find  out  a  better  for  your 
Own ;  that  we  may,  at  length,  learn  from  you 
Jiow  we  ought  to  ipeak  in  this  Matter. 

You  will  lay,  it  may  be,  that  the  Inftance 
I  have  chofcn,  is  not  exadly  parallel  in  every 
Circumftance.  No ;  God  forbid  it  fliould.  But 
it  agrees  fo  far  as  is  fuflicicnt  for  my  pur- 
pofc.    There  is  this  manifeft  difference,  that 

you 
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you  fuppofe  the  feveral  Subjlrata  fo  many 
farts  of  God ;  tho*  every  one  of  Them  io- 
finitdy  Wife,  infioitely  Good,  infinitely  Power-* 
fill,  infinitely  every  Thing,  but  extended.  We, 
more  confidently,  fiippofe  Three  Perfons  equals 
in  all  refped:s;  none  of  them  fingly  part  of 
God  ;  but  every  one  perfc(9:  God. 

A  (econd  Difference  is,  that  you  fuppofe  all 
the  finite  Parts,  making  out  Infinite^  to  be  one 
Being,  one  God,  and  one  Ter/dn ;  by  Conti^ 
nuity^  I  prefume,  and  a  ferfonal  Union  of  the 
Tarts.  We  fuppofe  Three  Perfons  to  be  One 
God,  by  their  infeparability  and  the  ejfential 
Union  of  the  Terfons :  Which,  I  humbly  con- 
ceive, we  are  as  able  to  explain,  as  you  are  to 
explain  the  other ;  and  I  hope,  more  able  to 
prove  it. 

A  third  Difference  permit  me  to  mention^ 
that  you  diScx  your  Im^inations  to  wander, 
where  you  can  find  no  Footing ;  we  are  con- 
tent to  underjiand  only,  and  that  imperfedtly, 
without  imagining  at  all. 

In  fine,  you  have  philofophiz'd  fo  far,  in 
Thefe  high  and  deep  Matters,  that  you  really 
want  all  the  fame  favourable  Allowances,  which 
we  are  thought  to  do.  Others  may  objedl  fevc- 
ral  Things  to  us,  which  would  bear  equally 
hard  upon  us  Both.  The  fimplicity  of  the  di- 
vine Nature,  for  Inflance.  is  one  of  the  ftronged: 
and  mod  pbpular  Objedions :  But  the  learned 
Dodor  has  broke  through  it ;  and  has  contrived 
a  Solution,  a  very  good  one,  both  for  Himf^If 

N  and 
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iandUs.*  I  bave  often  thought  no  Hands  fopio* 
per  to  be  employed  againft  the  Dodrine  of  the 
Kefled  Trinity,  as  Thole  which  are  gpod  only  at 
pulling  down,  and  not  at  building  up.  If  once 
you  come  to  fettling  and  determining  Points  of 
t  myjierious  Ntkturc ;  there  will  be  as  £ur  a  Plea 
for  This  alio :  And  I  doubt  not  but  tke  fame 
Thread  of  Reafoning,  which  firft  bronze  you 
to  queflion  it,  will,  when  carefully  porfoed, 
and  as  fbon  as  you  perceive  the  like  Di£iciil* 
ties  almofl  in  every  thing,  bring  you  to  make 
lefs  Scruple  of  it.  But  left  others  fhould  ima^ 
gine,  from  what  hath  been  Aid,  that  They 
may  have  fbme  Advantage  over  us;  let  me  add 
thele  few  Confiderations  farther. 

1.  That  what  hath  been  urged,  is  tiot  pure- 
ly arguing  ad  Hominem;  but  it  is  appealing  to 
what  good  Senfe  and  impartial  Realbn  dictates 
equally  to  You,  or  Us ;  on  fiich,  or  foch  Sup- 
pofitions. 

2.  That  if  we  come  to  reafon  minutely  on 
any  other  Matter,  alike  incomprehenfible  as 
This  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  we  may  fbon  lofe 
our  felves  in  inextricable  Mazes. 

3.  That  if  They  plcafe  to  take  any  other 
Hyj^othejis  of  the  Omniprefence  ^  They  may 
meet  with  Difficulties  there  alfb,  perhaps  not 
inferior  to  the  former. 

4.  That  if  They  chufe  to  reft  in  genersU^ 
without  any  Hypothecs  at  all,  and  without  de- 
fccnding  to  the  Modus,  and  Minutiae  of  it ; 

*  Anfwer  tp  the  Sixth  Litter,  p.  39,  40. 

This 
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This  is  rhc  very  Thing  which  \vc  defire,  and 
cootend  for,  in  xqgard  to  the  Bleflcd  Trinity 
(wiiioh  ought  .certainly  to  be  ^^ir^//y  dealt  with) 
and  then  Wc  may  ibon  come  to  a  good  Agree- 
ment. 

By  purfuiog  this  Point,  I  had  almofl  negled:- 
cd  the  learned  Dodor's  Third  Aphorifm :  That 
nothing  Individual  can  be  communicated. 
Here  is  as  great  a  Fallacy  and  Ambiguity  in 
the  word  Individual,  as  before  in  the  word 
Being.  I  ihali  make  This  plain  to  you.  That 
partioilar  Subllance ,  which  is  fuppofed  to 
fervade,  and  to  be  commenfurate  to  the  Sun, 
is  an  individual  Being,  in  fome  Senfe  ;  unleis 
there  be  a  Medium  between  a  Being  and  not 
a  Beings  which  the  learned  Dodior  admits  not : 
The  wnole  Subftance  Hkewife  is  one  Individual 
Being,  and  Terfon  too;  upon  the  Dodor's 
Hypothecs  I  And  we  fay  farther,  that  three 
Peiibns  may  be  one  Individual  Being ;  having, 
we  think,  a  very  good  meaning  in  it.  So  here 
are  plainly  three  Senfes  of  the  v/ord  Individual; 
and  till  you  can  fix  a  certain  principle  of  Indi- 
viduation, (a  Thing  much  wanted,  and  by 
which  you  might  oblige  the  learned  World)  any 
one  of  thefe  Senfes  appears  as  juft  and  reafon- 
able  as  another.  Now,  the  Doctor's  Maxim, 
rightly  underftood,  may  be  true,  in  all  thele 
Senfes.  For,  in  relpedt  of  the  Flrft,  what  is 
peculiar  and  f  roper  to  one  Part,  is  not  com- 
municated, or  common  to  other  Parts  2  In  re- 
fptCt  of  the  Second,  what  is  proper  to  one  Ter- 

N  1  fotft 
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fon,  is  not  common  to  other  Terjbns :  And  lb, 
in  refped  of  the  Third,  what  is  proper  to  one 
Ejfence  or  Subftance,  is  not  common  to  other 
Ejfences  or  Subjtances.  All  this  is  very  true : 
but  to  what  purpole  is  it,  or  whom  docs  the 
learned  Dodor  contradid?  This  is  only  telling 
us,  that  Jo  far,  or  in  fuch  re/peSi^  as  any 
thing  is  fuppoled  individual  or  incomrnunica- 
ble,  it  is  fuppoled  individual  or  incomrnHnica- 
hie ;  which  no  Body  doubts  of  But  whether 
This,  or  That  be  communicable,  or  how  far, 
or  in  what  manner  (which  is  all  the  difficulty) 
remains  a  Quedion  as  much  as  ever ;  and  the 
Dodor's  Maxim  will  not  help  us  at  all  in  it. 
It  may  be  the  lafeft  way,  firft  to  try  the  (Irength 
and  the  ule  of  it  upon  the  Dodor's  own  Hy- 
pothefis.  Let  it  be  aks'dt  whether  the  Wif- 
dom,  ^c,  refiding  in  that  Part  which  pervades 
the  Sun  (for  it  leems  that  it  muft  be  intelli- 
gent, and  infinitely  lb ;  unlefs  one  infinite  In- 
telligent  be  made  up  of  ^nintelligents ,  or 
finite  Intelligents)  1  lay,  let  it  be  ask'd,  whe- 
ther that  be  the  very  individual  Wildom  which 
refidcs  in  another  Part,  at  any  given  Diftance. 
I  prefumc,  to  this  Queftion,  you  muft  anfwer, 
7es :  And  then  we  arc  to  obfervc,  that  here  is 
but  one  individual  infinite  Wifdom,  which  is 
intirely  in  the  whole,  and  intirely  in  every 
part ;  proper^  in  lome  Senle,  to  each  fingle 
Part  (fince  it  can  have  only  liich  Attributes  as 
inhere  in  it)  and  yet  common  to  All;  ^Dif- 
fujed  ihroigh  extended  Subftance,  yet  not 
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Cthextended:    Nor  multiplied^   becaufe  buc 
One.    If  you  admit  thus  far,  as  I  think  you 
mud,  we  lhall  have  nothiug  to  apprehend,  m 
point  of  Reafon  (which  neverthelefs  is  what 
you  chiefly  truft  to )  againfl:  the  Dodrine  of 
the  Trinity.   The  Communication  of  Ejfential 
Attributes,  which  we  fpeak  of,  is,  at  leaft,  as 
Intelligible  as  what  I  have  been  mentioning; 
and  every  whit  as  confident  with  the  Dodor's 
Maxim^  that  nothing  which  is  Individual  can 
be  Communicated.  Only  You  have  your  Senfe 
of  Individual^  and  We  have  our's ;  and  You 
can  account  no  better  for  fb  many,  and  infinite- 
ly diftant  Parts  making  one  Terjon,  than  We 
for  three  Perfons  making  one  Subftance^  or  one 
God.    Let  us  therefore  be  content  to  (lop 
where  it  becomes  us ;  and  frankly  confeis  our 
Ignorance  of  thefe  Things.    For,  by  pretend- 
ing farther,  we  fhall  not  difcover  lels  Ignorance 
than  before,  but  much  greater  Vanity.   I  would 
not  have  prefiimed  to  difcourfe  thus  freely  of 
the  tremendous  Subdance  of  the  eternal  God 
(infinitely  furpafling  Human  Comprchenfion ) 
were  it  not,  in  a  manner,  necefTary,  in  order  to 
expofe  the  Folly,  and  the  Prelumption  of  doing 
it.    If  the  Dodrine  of  the  Bleffed  Trinity  is 
to  (bnd  or  fall  by  this  kind  of  reafoning,  it  was 
very  proper  to  make  fbme  Trial  of  it  firft, 
where  it  might  be  done  more  fafely,  to  fee  how 
it  would  anlwer.  You,  I  prefiime,  cannot  com- 
plain of  mc,  for  treating  you  in  your  own  way; 
and  turning  upon  you  your  own  Artillery.  But 
N  3  to 
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to  proceed;  Yoa  afe  pofitivc  in  it,  that  the  Son 
of  Cod  hath  not  the  individual  Attributes  of 
God  the  Father ;  for  then^  fey  you.  He  muft 
h  the  Father.  On  the  contrary,  I  affirm  that 
He  hath  the  individual  Attributes  of  God  the 
father,  as  much  as  He  has  the  individual  Ef 
fence :  For,  orfrcrwife  He  muft  be  a  Creature 
only :  And  therefore  the  Qucftion  between  you 
and  me,  in  plaftn  Terms,  is,  whether  the  Son 
be  God,  or  ^  Creature. 

u  E  R  Y  X. 

Whether  if  They  (the  Attributes  belonging  to 
the  Son)  be  not  ifidividually  the  fame^  they 
can  be  any  thing  more  than  faint  Rejem- 
blances  of  them,  differing  from  them  as 
Finite  from  Infinite;  and  then  in  "what 
Senfe,  or  with  what  Truth,  can  the^oBor 
j^retend  that  *  afl  divine  l^owers,  except  ab- 
folute  Supremacy  and  Independency,  are 
communicated  to  the  Son?  And  whether 
every  Being,  bejides  the  one  fuj^reme  Be- 
ings mufi  not  necejfarily  be  a  Creature,  and 
finite ;  and  whether  all  divine  Powers  can 
be  communicated  to  a  Creature^  inftnite 
Terfe6iion  to  a  finite  Being. 

I Have  put  tinder  One  Query,  what  before 
made  Two,  becaufe  the  Subftance  of  Them 
is  nearly  the  feme ;  and  contains  but  one  Argu- 
incnt.    I  have  two  Things  upon  my  Hands  at 

*  Strict,  Do£lr.  p.  ?98.  "  9?Ce  ; 
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once ;  firft  to  clear  and  fix  your  Senic,  which 
is  ioddftrioafly  diiguiled ;  and  next  to  confhie 
it.    The  prefent  Query  relates  chiefly  to  the 
former,  to  draw  you  out  of  general  and  ambi- 
gooos  Terms,  that  fb  we  may  come  up  the 
dofer.  and  fall  diredly  to  the  point  in  Queftion. 
Yoa  tell  me,  in  anfwer  to  the  former  part, 
that  the  divine  Attributes  of  the  Son  are  not 
individually  the  fame  with  thofe  of  the  Fa* 
ther.  ♦    By  which  you  mean  that  they  are  not 
divine :  And  fo  here  you  have  dilcovered,  that 
the  Doi^or  does  not  underftand  divine  ^  as 
others  do  in  this  Controverfy ;  and  as  a  candid 
and  ingenuous  Reader  might  be  apt  to  under- 
fland  Him.    You  add,  that  They  (the  Attri- 
butes of  the  Son)  are^  notwithflanding,  more 
than  faint  Refemblances ;  the  Son  being  the 
Br igbtnefs  of  his  Father's  Glory,  and  the  ex^ 
frefs  Image  of  his  Terfon.    I  allow  that  this 
Text  does  let  forth  a  great  deal  more  than  a 
faint  Refemblance :  But  you  have  not  ihown 
that  your  Hyfothejis  fiippoies  fb  much;  and 
therefore  the  quoting  of  this  Text  is  only  ar- 
guing againft  your  felf  The  Inference  we  draw 
^om  this  Text,  conlbnant  to  all  Antiquity,  is, 
that  the  Refemblance  between  Father  and  Son 
is  compleat  and  perfed:;    and  that  therefore 
They  do  not  differ  as  Finite  2LndInfnite,  fince 
that  Suppofition  would  fet  Them  at  an  Infinite 
diftance  from  any  fuch  perfedl  and  Compleat 
Refemblance.    You  obfcrve  farther,  that  there 

*  Pag.  64. 
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can  be  but  one  Intelligent  Bein^  ( the  iame, 
with  you,  as  Terjbn)  abfolutely  infinite  in  all 
reffediSy  (/.  f  j.)  which,  tho*  an  AiTerrion  of 
great  Importance,  you  are  pieas'd  barely  to  lay- 
down,  without  the  leaft  tittle  of  Proof,  or  lb 
much  as  pretence  to  ir.  Nay,  you  admit  in 
your  *  Notes,  that  there  may  be  two  Infinite 
Beings,  in  the  Senfe  of  immenfe ;  that  is,  two 
Beings  omntprefent^  or  infinitely  extended. 
And  why  not  as  well  Two  Perfbns  infinitely 
pcrfedt  in  all  other  refpedls.  as  well  as  pre- 
fence  ?  For  to  ufe  your  own  way  of  arguing, 
in  that  very  Place :  If  finite  Power,  Wwlom, 
Goodnefs,  ^c.  do  not  exclude  Infinite  \,  it 
is  plain  that  infinite  Power,  Wildom,  Good- 
nels,  ^c.  of  One,  do  not  exclude  the  infinite 
Power,  Wildom,  Goodneft,  of  Ano- 

ther. Befides  that  Two,  Infinite  in  All  re- 
fpec^s,  are  as  eafily  conceived,  as  Two,  In- 
finite in  Any :  And  therefore,  here  you  fcem, 
by  your  too  hberal  Conceflions,  to  have  un- 
faid  what  you  had  laid  before ;  and  to  have  on- 
ravell'd  your  own  Obje(Jlion.  You  are  aware 
that  an  Adverfary  may  take  advantage  of  what 
you  fay ;  and  endeavor,  lamely,  to  prevent  it, 
by  tcUing  us  (/.  56.)  that  tho*  it  be  pofliblc 

*  One  Infinite,  in  the  Stnfe  of  immenfc,  Joes  not  ( ly  tMkin^  itf 
fill  Space)  excltule  ( necejfurily )  tm  other  Immenfe,  any  more  thaa  if 
tkcludes  Mfy  Finite.  For  if  a  finite  Being  doth  not  excludt  (Ood) 
from  M  finite  PUa,  it  is  flam  that  m  Infinite,  that  is,  an  imaxDfe 
Being  cannot  exclude  Him  from  Infinite*  that  is,  from  immenfe 
FUce.  So  that  ferhaps  it  is  no  fuch  a^folute  imporfibility,  as  fomt 
l?4ve  thought  it,  to  fufpofo  two  diftin^  immenfo  B$ings.  Not.  p.  56. 

to 
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to  luppofe  two  diftinSi  immenfe  Beings,  yet  it 
is  impoflible  there  ihould  be  two  immenic  Be- 
ings of  the  fame  individual  Nature ;  for  Ib^ 
They  muft  coincide^  and  be  but  one  Terjon, 
But  what  if  thofe  who  aflert  the  fame  indivi^ 
dual  Nature^  in  more  Perfbns  than  one,  an* 
derftand  the  Words  in  a  larger  Senfe  than  yoa 
here  take  Them  in?  It  is  very  certain,  they  do 
not  onderftand  the  Phrafe  of  the  fame  indivi^ 
dual  Nature,  as  You,  who  make  it  equiva* 
lent  to  the  fame  Terfin^  underftand  it :  For» 
they  aflert  more  Perfbns  than  one  to  have 
the  fame  individual  Nature.  In  the  meaa 
while,  what  a  wonderful  difcovery  is  this, 
which  you  have  laid  fuch  a  (Irefs  on;  that 
two  Ter/ons  cannot  be  one  Terfin,  with- 
out coinciding  and  making  one  Terfon.  This 
is  all  chat  you  have  really  laid;  and  very 
true  it  is;  only  I  am  at  a  lols  to  find  oat 
the  pertinency  of  it.  To  conclude  this  Head : 
As  to  Infinite  in  the  Senfe  of^  Extenfion^ 
(into  Length,  Breadth  and  Highth)  you  will 
give  me  leave  to  fufpcnd  my  Judgment.  I  do 
not  find,  either  that  it  is  anerted  in  Scripture, 
or  generally  maintained  by  the  Fathers ;  but  that 
it  is  liable  to  many  Difficulties,  in  point  of 
Reafon,  more  than  I  am,  at  prefent,  able  to 
anfwer.  See  what  a  *  late  thoughtful  Writer  has 
laid,  and  what  f  Cudworth  had  before  Colle<9:'^ 

*  ImpMrtial  Inquiry  int^  thi  Exiftence  anJ  Utttun  Cedp  fy  S.  C. 
•  ^  Jart.  a.  C.  i,  i,  3. 
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cd  OQ  that  Subjed:.  In  my  Humble  Opmioa, 
ibch  iDtricate  Queftions  are  too  high  ^rUs, 
and  are  what  our  Faculties  were  nor  made  for. 
However  that  be,  You  and  I  need  sot  difier. 
For,  if  You  can  admit  the  pofTibility  of  Tm^ 
infinite  extended  Beings,  You  can  have  oo- 
ibing  confiderable  to  objed  againfl  the  one  In- 
finity  of  Three  infinite  Pcrfons,  which  I  aflerr, 
and  without  determining  the  modus  of  it. 

You  proceed  to  oWerve,  that  the  San*s  Office 
sndCharaifer  doth  not  require  infinite  lowers: 
To  which  I  ihall  only  fay,  that  it  may,  for  any 
thing  you  know ;  fb  that  this  is  only  gueffing 
in  the  Dark.  Lad  of  all,  you  come  to  interpret 
Dr.  Clarke ;  fuppofmg  Him  to  mean  by 
vine  Towers,  *  all  divine  Powers  relating  to 
the  Son^s  Character.  If  He  meant  lb,  He 
might  eafiiy  have  faid  (b  :  And  yet  if  He  had. 
He  bad  dill  left  us  in  uncertainties  as  much  as 
ever;  to  mule  upon  a  Diftindion,  which  He 
has  no  ground  for ;  and  which,  when  admitted, 
will  make  no  Man  wifer.  You  hofe,  the 
^eriji  is  fo  good  a  Thilofopher  as  to  fer- 
ceive,  {tho^  He  doth  not  confider  it)  that 
abfolute  infinite  Terfe6iions  include  and  in- 
fer Supremacy  and  Independency,  jfnd  there- 
fore,  when  ©r.  Clarke  excepted  Supremacy 
and  Independency,  He  plainly,  in  Reafon 
and  Conjequence,  excepted  abfolute  infinite 
Towers. 

Now 
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Now,  I  am  perfwadcd,  that  Dr.  Clarke  would 
have  tbonght  it  hard  meafore  to  have  beea 
charged,  by  his  Adverlarics,  with  this  fo  ftain 
Con^fuence^  which  you  here  fo  freely  lay 
upon  Him.  The  ^erift  was  aware  that  the 
Dodor's  words  might  bear  an  orthodox  Senfe; 
namefy,  that  to  the  Son  are  communicated  all 
things  belonging  to  the  Father,  excepting  only 
what  is  jPfi%«tf/;  that  is.  excepting  that  He  is 
not  the  ftrfi  in  Order  \  not  Sufreme^  in  that 
Scnfe,  nor  Vn  originate.  The  Do(9:or  well 
Icnew  that  His  words  might  bear  this  Conflru- 
dion ;  and  perhaps  would  not  have  took  it  well 
of  any,  but  a  Friend,  that  Ihould  have  tied 
down  a  loo/e  and  general  Exprcflion  to  a  JiriSi 
particular  Meaning;  and  then  have  loaded  it 
with  Coniequences  too  fhocking  to  be  admitted 
in  plain  and  exprefs  Terms.  But  to  proceed : 
You  fecm  to  be  much  offended  at  the  Querift, 
for  asking.  Whether  all  divine  Towers  can 
be  communicated  to  a  Creature,  infinite  Ter- 
feSfion  to  a  finite  Being?  This,  you  fey,  is  an 
evident  Contradiction,  which  ought  not  to 
have  been  fut  by  one  Scholar  upon  Another. 
But,  after  this  Rebuke,  will  you  pleafe  to 
hearken  to  the  reafon  of  the  Cafe.  The  difi 
ficulry,  you  know,  with  the  §luerifi ^  was, 
how  to  come  at  the  Dodot's  real  Senfe,  couch'd 
under  general  and  ambiguous  Expredions ;  that 
fo  rheConcrovcriy  might  be  brought  to  a  Point; 
and  ic  inii^hc  be  Iccn  plainly  what  was  the  true 
State  of  the  Queftion :  Which,  as  appears  now. 
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is  only  this :  whether  God  the  Son  be  a  Crea- 
ture or  no.  The  Dodor  calk'd  of  the  Son's 
liaving  divine  Powers,  and  all  divine  Powers. 
It  was  very  proper  to  ask  you,  whether  He 
hereby  meant  infinite  Powers  or  no;  and 
withal  to  ihow,  if  you  ihould  not  anfwer  di- 
redly»  that  He  could  not  mean  it,  confifi- 
ently  with  the  Arian  Hypothefis,  which  He 
feem'd,  in  other  parts  of  his  Performance,  to 
cfpoufe.  You  will  not  yet  lay  diredly,  that 
the  Son's  Perfcdions  are  finite,  nor  deny  them 
to  be  infinite :  So  hard  a  thing  it  is  to  draw 
you  out  of  your  ambiguous  Terms ;  or  to  make 
you  (peak  plainly  what  you  mean.  All  you 
are  plcas'd  to  fay,  is,  that  the  Powers  or  Per- 
ledions  of  the  Son  are  not  abfolutely  infinite : 
As  if  Infinity  were  of  two  Sorts,  abfolute  and 
limited ;  or  might  be  rightly  divided  into  /»- 
finity,  and  not  Infinity.  Inftead  of  this,  I 
could  wiih,  that  words  may  be  uied  in  their 
true  and  proper  meaning.  If  you  do  not  think 
the  Perfedions  of  the  Son  arc  infinite,  and  yet 
are  unwilling  to  limit  them ;  let  them  be  called 
indefinite,  which  is  the  proper  word  to  exprels 
your  meaning ;  and  then  every  Reader  may  be 
able  to  dndcrftand  us^  and  may  lee  where  we 
differ.  We  are  now  Both  agreed,  that  the 
Doiftor,  by  divine  Powers,  did  not  mean  in^ 
finite  Powers-  Now  let  us  proceed  to  the  next 
Query. 


QUER^ 
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Query.  XI. 

Whether  if  the  T^oBor  means  by  divine  Towers^ 
Towers  given  by  God  ( in  the  fame  Senfi 
as  Angelical  Towers  are  divine  Towers) 
only  in  a  higher  degree  than  are  given  to 
other  Beings ;  it  be  not  equivocating^  and 
faying  nothing :  nothing  that  can  come  uf 
to  the  Senfe  of  thofeTexts  before  cited^  *or 
to  thefe  following  ? 

Applied  to  the  one  God 
Tbou^  even  Thou, 
art  Lord  alone  j  Thou 
haji  made  Heaven,  the 
Heaven  of  Heavens 
with  all  their  Hoji, 
the  Earth  and  all 
Things  that  are  there- 
in^  &c.  Nch.9.6. 


In  the  Beginning, 
God  created  the  Hea- 
vens and  the  Earth, 
Gen.  1. 1. 


To  God  the  Son. 

All  Things  were 
made  by  Him,  Joh.  i.  3. 
By  Him  were  all 
Things  created ;  He  is 
before  all  Things,  and 
by  HifH  all  Things  con- 
ffl,  Coloir.i.ieJ,!/. 

Thou,  Lord,  in  the 
Beginning,  haft  laid 
the  Foundation  of  the 
Earth ;  and  the  Hea- 
vens are  the  work  of . 
thy  Hands,  Heb.  1. 10. 


IF  the  Dodor  means,  by  divine  Powers,  no 
more  than  is  intimated  in  this  Query,  I  muft 
blame  Him  firfl  for  equivocating  and  playing 
with  an  ambiguous  Word ;  and  next  for  redrain- 
ing  and  limiting  the  Powers  of  the  Son  of  God; 
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not  only  without^  but  againji  Scripture;  and 
confequcntly  for  giving  os,  not  the  Scripture 
^oitrine  of  the  Trinity^  but  his  own.  That 
there  is  no  ground,  from  the  Texts  rhcmfelves, 
fox  any  (uch  Limicadon  as  is  now  fuppofed,  is 
tacitely  iotpKed  in  theDodor's  ownConfeflSon  ; 
that  the  Son  is  excluded  from  nothing  but  ab- 
folute  Sitpremacy  and  Independency :  So  natu- 
rally doesTruth  fomethnes prevail,  by  its  own 
native  Clearnefs  and  Evidence^  ^g^i^ft  the 
frongeji  and  mofi  Jettled  Trejudices.  Indeed, 
the  thing  is  very  clear  from  dbe  Texts  f  hem- 
lelves  cited  above;  elpecially  when  ftrcngthcned 
With  Thofe  now  produced  under  this  <^ery. 
That  the  Son  was,  and  is  endowed  with  creative 
TowerSy  is  plain  from  theic  Texts,  and  others 
which  might  be  added ;  and  is  .confirmed  by 
the  unanimous  Suffrage  of  Catholick  Antiquity. 
And  that  the  Title  of  Creator  is  the  diflingurih- 
ing  CharaAer  of  the  one  Supreme  God,  is  ib 
dear  from  *  Scripture,  that  He  who  runs  may 
read  it.  Now  let  us  confider  what  you  have 
to  except,  in  order  to  dude  the  force  of  this 
Argument. 

The  Son  of  God,  you  lay,  is  manifejily  the 
Father's  Agent  in  the  Creation  of  the  Vni- 
verfe-y  referring  to  Ephefy.^.  and  loHeb.i.r. 
from  whence  you  infer,  that  He  is  fubordinate 
in  Nature  and  Towers  to  Him.  This  you 
have  (]^.  y8.)  and  in  your  Notes  (p-SS  )  yo^ 

•  Nchem.  9.  6.  H'a.  40.  12,  13 —  18,  19,  20,  2i,  (^c.  Ifa. 
42.  5*.  8.    Ifa.  43.  f.  10.   Jcr.  10.  t  o,  i  f,  12. 

infift 
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iafA  taach  upon  the  Difiindion  between  J^i'  au- 
ri,  and  uV  ccurS,  explaining  the  former  of  an 
injintmentdl ,  and  the  latter  of  an  efficient 
Caufe ;  of  which  more  in  due  time  and  pl^* 
As  ID  the  Son*s  being  jfgefit  witb^  oxJffiJiant 
to  the  Father,  in  the  work  of  Creation,  wc 
readily  admit  itj  and  even  contend  for  ic  The 
Father  is  frimarily^  and  the  Son  fecondarily^ 
or  immediately,  Aivthor  of  the  World ;  which 
is  fo  far  from  proving  that  He  is  inferior,  la 
Nature  or  Towers,  to  the  Father;  that  it  is 
rather  a  convincing  Argument  that  He  is  equal 
in  Both.  A  Subordination  of  Order,  but  none 
of  Nature,  is  thereby  intimated.  *  Eufebius^ 
whom  you  quote  ss  )  out  of  Dr.  Clarke,  znd 
f  miftranflate  to  ferve  your  purpofe,  does  not 
deny  the  proper  Efficiency  of  the  Son  in  the 
Work  of  Creation.  All  He  aflerts  is,  that  the 
Creation  is  frimarily  and  eminently  attributed 
to  the  Father,  becaule  of  his  Au^^tici,  his  Tre- 
rogative.  Authority,  Supremacy,  as  Father,  or 
firft  Perfon ;  not  denying  the  Son's  proper  Effi- 
tiency,  but  only  (if  I  may  fo  call  it)  %  original 

"^^  See  Eofcb.  Contr.  Marcel  1.  i.  c  lo.  p.  84. 

f  TIW  limnud  Doiior,  Mrnl,  tifttr  Him,  Tom  conftrue  usr'  mvrol,  mui 
h'  airJ,  by  efficient*  Mnd  minidring  CiUife.   As  if  m  ininidriog 
CMufi  might  not  ht  efficient »  9r  tnuft  ntctffurily  bt  oppofed 
r/. 

^  1%ii  is  txctUentljf  illuftrated  by  the  elder  Cprril.  JIat^U  fiuXuB-trm 
m  xmrm.  xi^aaxwuJ^,  jtfi  mr^o$  nvfAttU  0        ret  ^tirm  ihifjuiif^ 

«eAAv  fiif^t^fynfAotTUf  /Stf^AfJn.  m»M  r  is*'  xirS.  QxXCCh,  1 1.  p.  146. 

£d.  Oxon. 


i84      -^DEFENSE  Qu.XI 

Efficiency;  that  is,  making  Him  the  fectmd 
and  not  the  frji  Pcrfon;  not  Father  but  Son. 
Indeed,  the  *  general  Opinion  of  the  Antients 
centered  in  this;  that  the  Father,  as  Supreme* 
iflued  out  Orders  for  the  Creation  of  the  Uni- 
verfe,  and  the  Son  executed  them.  And  this 
was  aflcrted,  not  only  by  the  Ante-Nicene 
Writers,  but  f  Toji-lxicene  too ;  and  liich  as 
ftrenuoufly  defended  the  Catholick  Faith  againft 
the  Avians.  I  have  before  obfervcd  that  the 
Antients  had  a  very  good  meaning  and  intent 
in  afligning  (as  it  were)  to  the  Three  Perfons. 
their  feveral  Parts  or  Provinces  in  the  Work  of 
Creation :  And  let  no  Man  be  offended,  if,  in 
this  way  of  confidering  it,  the  Son  be  (bme- 
times  laid  h^^-mty  or  litHfyii^^  or  the  hke. 
This  need  not  be  thought  any  greater  difparage- 
ment  to  the  Dignity  of  the  Son,  than  it  is,  on 
the  other  hand,  a  dilparagement  to  the  Dignity 
of  the  Father  to  be  rcprelented  as  having  the 
Counfcl  and  Afliftance  of  two  other  Pcrfons; 
or  as  leaving  every  Thing  to  be  wifely  or- 
dered, regulated,  and  perfected  by  the  Son  and 
Holy  Spirit.  Thefe  Things  are  not  to  be  ftrid- 
ly  and  rigoroufly  interpreted  according  to  the 
Letter  j  but  oUovo(jnxco$i  and  BtOTr^i'TtSs.  The  de- 
fign  of  all  was:  i.  To  keep  up  a  more  lively 
Senfe  of  a  real  Diftindion  of  Pcrfons.  x.  To 
teach  us  the  indivifible  Unity  and  Co-e(Icntiality 

•  Sec  Trcnxus,  p. 85.   Tcrtullian,  Contr.  Prax.  c  it,  Hippolyt. 
Contr.  NocN  c.  14. 
t  Sec  Pctavius  dc  Trin.  1. 1.  c.7.   Bull.  D.  F.  p.  80. 1 11. 

of 
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of  all  Three,  as  of  one  *  Creator.  3.  To  fignify 
wherein  that  Unity  confifts,  or  into  what  it 
ultimately  refolvcs.  viz.  into  ^nity  of  Trin-^ 
cifle^  one  ^hpyj^^  Head,  Root,  Fountain  of  aJL 
As  to  the  Diftindion  between  t\  aurS*  and  W 
«ur%(9  fer  quern  and  ex  quo^  or  the  likej  it  can 
be  of  very  little  fervicc  to  your  Caufe.  The 
prepo(ition  21/^9  with  a  genitive  after  it,  is 
frequently  uied,  as  well  in  Scripture  as  in  Ec^ 
clefiaftical  Writers,  to  exprefs  the  efficient  Caufe^ 
as  much  as  'v1;ot,  or  1x9  or  /z^ej^,  or  any  other. 
So  that  the  Argument  drawn  from  the  ufe  of 
the  Prepofitions  is  very  poor  and  trifling,  as  was 
long  fince  obferved  by  f  Bafil  the  Great,  who 
very  handfomly  expofcs  it's  Author  and  In* 
vector,  Aetiusy  for  it.  Pleafe  but  to  account 
clearly  for  one  Text,  out  of  many,  {Rom. 
II.  36.)  Of  Him,  and  through  Him  {t\  airS) 
and  to  Him  are  all  Things ;  to  whom  be  Glory 
for  ever.  If  you  underftand  this  of  the  Fi^ 
ther\  then,  by  your  Argument  from  the  Phrafe, 
H  fltuTv,  you  make  Him  alfo  no  more  than  an 
injlrumental  Caufe:  If  you  undcrfland  it  of 
more  Perfons,  Here's  an  ilJuftrious  Proof  of  a 
Trinity  in  Unity.  If  it  be  pretended,  which 
is  the  X  Dod^or's  lad  refbrt,  that  although  the 
ufe  of  thofe  Prepofitions  fingly  be  not  fufficicnr, 
yet  when  they  are  ufed  in  exprefs  Contra^ 

♦  So  Origcn,  ttho  makti  tin  Fsther  AifAnrfyi?,  MHd  the  Son  hiMti^ 
Contr.  Cclf.  p-  317.  in  thi  very  fame  Treatife,  denies  thai 
the  World  could  have  more  Creators  than  one.  Mq  Ji/fUfd^lfou  l7to  ««A« 
A«»  hif^wffySh  yipfinn,  p.  1 8.         f  Dt  Spir.  San6t.  p*  14$' 

t  Sec  Script.  Do6tt.  p,  90. 

O  diftn^ 
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diftinSfion  to  each  other,  they  arc  of  more 
Significancy ;  I  anlwer  firft,  that  I  defire  to 
know  of  what  SignificaDcy  they  are  in  Rom. 
11.36.  where  they  ftem  to  be  ufed  in  exprefs 
Contra-difiinStton  to  each  other ;  and  fecondly» 
admitting  that  they  are  of  Significancy,  they 
may  fignify  only  a  real  Diftindion  of  Perfbns, 
as  St.  *  Bafil  well  oblerves ;  or  fbme  priority  of 
order  proper  to  the  firji  Terfon :  This  is  all 
the  ufe  which  any  Catholick  Writer  ever  pre- 
tended to  make  of  the  Diftindion.  However, 
to  countenance  the  DiftincJlion  between  the  Fa- 
ther as  the  efficient,  and  the  Son  as  the  inftru- 
mental  Cauie,  you  are  pleafed  to  iay  farther 
(/•  ^^^^  remarkable  that  {according  to  the 
Senfe  of  the  foregoing  DifiinStion )  though 
Chrift  is  frequently  Jtiled  by  the  Antients 
Ttx^fimis  and  AfjUiypyUj  yet  FIoditW  t  o\cn  is 
( to  the  beji  of  my  Remembrance)  always  con- 
fined by  Them  to  the  Father  only  f . 

Had  your  Remark  been  true  and  juft,  yet  it 
would  not  be  ealy  to  Ihow  that  'i^'/nTY^^y  or 
however  JV/xi»/)jpV,  may  not  fignify  as  much  as 
vfufjriis.  But  your  Memory  has  much  deceived 
you,  in  this  Matter  5  and  you  Ihould  be  cautious 

•  DeSpir.  Sand.  p.  148. 

+  Sit  Origcn  Contr.  Cclf.  p.  3 17.  wfftre  thi  Son  is  fsid 
iMTf^f*  and  th»  Father  to  6i  *st«lm^^thMt  it,  primarily,  $r  eminently » 
J^/urMvpyof.    //  mnnii  fignified  men  than  hi**w;fy\q,  Origcn  fpoke 
very  unaecurattly, 

Cyril  of  Alexandria  fuffofts  God  the  Taihtr  to  ha%e  hetn  in  reality 
^fz^i-mi  from  everUJiing  i  fiifAMUfyii  in  Pother  und  Intention  only. 
Thcfaur.  afl".4.  p.  54.  Xet  Athanafius  makes  mnni  to  fignify  taore 
than  Tiy^thn,  Orat.  Contr.  Arinn.  1.  p.  489.  Authors  do  not  tdwayt 
U/trvi  a  oritital  Exaiinefs  in  tht  tsfi  of  Words. 

how 
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how  you  make  your  Readers  rely  upon  it. 
Thofe  Words  (efpecially  the  Two  laft  of  them) 
feem  to  have  been  ufed  by  the  Antients  pro* 
mifcuoufly;  and  to  have  been  applied  indif-^ 
fcrcntly  to  Father  or  Son,  as  They  had  occafioa 
to  mention  either.  If  They  are  oft'ner  appHed 
to  the  Father,  it  is  only  becaufe  He  is  the  firfi. 
Terfon\  and  is  therefore  primarily  and  emU 
nently^  rtx^iTn^^  hfiaspyU^  or  -TTwyjri^ ;  not  that 
the  Son  is  not  Jtri£ffy,froJ^erly,  and  compleatly 
Creator  alfo,  according  to  the  fulled  fenlc  and 
import  of  any,  or  of  ill  thofe  Words.  They 
were  intended  to  (ignify  that  the  Son  is  the  im^ 
mediate  and  efficient  Caufe  of  all  Things ;  had 
*  creative  Powers ;  and  was,  with  the  Father* 
Creator  of  Men,  of  Angels,  of  the  whole  Uni- 
verfe.  A  late  f  Writer  is  plcafed  to  exprefs 
Himfeif,  upon  this  Head,  in  fuch  a  manner  as 
may  deceive  ignorant  and  unwary  Readers^ 
'*  I  know  not  {fays  He)  that  either  w^rw^-r* 

or  any  primitive  Chriftian  Writers,  ever  ad* 
*•  ventured  to  give  the  Charader  of  great  Ar* 

chited  oftheVniverfe  to  JefusChrift;  chu- 
"  fmg  rather,  with  the  ftcred  Writings,  to  lay^ 
**  in  fofrer  Language,  that  through  Him  God 

created  All,  and  referving  the  abfblute  Title 
•*  of  Creator  of  the  Vniverfi  to  Another. 

If  He  knows  not  thefe  Things,  He  might 
forbear  to  (peak  of  them.    What  He  fcys,  even 

•  Tht  Afians  themfkhes  nfiouU  fi^^  fua  virtutc  fccir,  miAnirig  tt  of 
thi  Sw,    See  the  Citation  dbove^  p.  94. 

f  Mr.  Emlyn.  ixMm.    Dr*  Bennet,  p.  iu  firft  Edit. 
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of  the  Sacred  Writings,  is  Mifrefrefentation : 
For,  They  do  not  conftantly  follow  that  foft 
Language,  which  He  fo  much  approves  of- They 
do  it  not,  in  Job,  i.  3, 10.  Colof  i.  16.  Hebr. 
I.  10.  Neither  can  that  Conftrudion  be  aiccr- 
tain'd,  in  any  one  of  thefe  Texts,  from  any  ne^ 
cejfary  force  of  the  Prepofition  o^.  As  to  An- 
tiquity, which  this  Gentleman  pretends  to.  He 
may  know,  hereafter,  that  the  Character  of 
*  great  JrchiteB  of  the  ^niverfe^  is  exprefly 
given  to  Jefus  Chriji,  by  Eufebius ;  who  was 
never  lufpeded  of  carrying  Orthodoxy  too  high. 
A  Man  muft  be  a  very  ftranger  to  x}[it  Ant  tents  ^ 
who  can  make  any  Queftion  whether  They  at- 
tributed the  Work  of  Creation  to  the  Son,  as 
much  as  to  the  Father.  They  afcribed  it  equally 
to  Both;  only  with  this  difference,  as  before 
obferved,  that,  for  the  greater  Majefty  and 
Dignity  of  the  Father  as  the  firji  Terfon^ 
They  (uppoled  Him  to  ^  iflue  out  Orders,  or 
to  give  his  Fiat,  for  the  Creation,  and  the  Son 
to  Execute.  From  hence  we  may  eafily  undcr- 
fland  in  what  Senfe  the  Title  of  Creator  was 
^  primarily,  or  eminently  attributed  to  the  Fa- 
ther; and  yet,  as  to  any  real  ^ower  or  Effici- 
ency, the  Son  is  as  truly  and  properly  Creator; 

a  'O  fAl}M^  rSf  eXitf  htiitiwfy^ti  A^y^.    Eufcb.  E.  H,  1.  lO.  €.4. 

pag.  316. 

^fAUPf^vm^,  S  TFW^Ia^  T?f^»rl#«  9^  *wf»rj^.  Ircn.  p*  185. 
Ed.  Bcncd. 

n«r4p  j3^if«fir»  i^A^tVf  xnyfJiftL  i^n^ttnu  Hippol.  G)«tr. 
]^^oet.  p.  16. 

c  n^«72v$  hifitmfyit,   Orig.  Contr.  Celf.  p.  317. 

and 
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and  is  fteqaently  ib  ftiled,  by  the  primitive 
Writers,  in  the  ^  fcilleft  and  ftrongeft  Terms. 
YoQ  may  (ee  ibme  Teftimonies,  in  the  Margin, 
from  Atbenagoras,  Tatian^  Irenaus^  Clement 
oi  Alexandria^  and  Origen.    It  would  be  eafy 
to  add  more,  from  Hippolytus^  Gregory  of 
Neoca/area^  Novatian^  and  indeed  from  the 
generality  of  the  Church  Writers  down  from 
Barnabas  to  the  Council  of  Nice.    I  mud  ob« 
ferve  to  you,  that  even  your  admired  f  Eufe^ 
bins  (whom  you  before  quoted  in  your  favour, 
miftaking  Him  very  widely)  He  applies  the 
Title  of  '7Coiy\rh  r  oA«f,  (the  higheft  which  you 
think  the  Father  Himfelf  can  have)  to  the  Son» 

*  TJfigi  MvreS  1^  ^  A'  avTov  xJuiu  lyirm,  hiq  Srr^  t#»  mT^U 
9§  Tcy  'tjtS.  Athenag.  p.  38.  Ed*  Oxoik  06ftrv$       «vr«Vy  ms  weU 

p.  XI.  26.  Edit.  Ox. 

TevTBr  iJb99tf}49n,  TtZiww  ?mvr«f  siiiiirwr*  Iren*  pag*  44.  Ed.  Benedt 
T0S799  nirfAH  ^^1rr^f  •  "  t«  &im,  iXnXvB-rtm^  Ibid.  Tir  ^  jr«r- 
wf  KV^,  MO*  IkfAiwfyh,  ^  mivnir,  ri  Oiy,  p.  79.  Tm  tiwrn* 
i»y  itx/fl-nii  ^•pf)  p*  rpo.  Fabncator  Omnium,  p. 219*  Fabricator 
Uniwfbrum,  p.  907.  Mundi  Fador.  p*3if* 


'Afl^pArir  ji|/ubMi»py«$,  p.  310.  'H  7*  *Ap;ci,  p  669.  'O  Aoy^ 
hifdfiMf^  mitt,  p.  6/4.    nacynuy  hifAtwfyw,  p.  768. 

Tcy  Acyw  wrmamMUf  9m9Tm,  'cm  i  xttrt^  tturiS  OrigCn* 
Contr.  Ceif.  p.  63.  Comp»  Athanaf.  de  Decret.  S.N.  p.  216* 

A«/AMvpy«y  rm  imLnuu  xn^f^  sm«ri|y>  rm  9»r<fuy.  Origen*  apu4 
Huet.  Origeniao.  p*  38? 

N.  B.  I^&fj  Ufl  Citstimy  from  m  Catena,  is  of  Ufs  Authority  i  hut 
th€  Citations  from  his  otbmr  certainly  gnmrni  Worksy  aro^  in  Senfo^ 
iqmvalent, 

t  Eufcb.  in  P/alm.  p.  laf.  5-64.  tf;o.  in  tho  fir  ft  of  tho  three 
riMces,  the  IVorJs  are  remarksikty  full  and  flrong,  'O  ft/M^iwpy^  Aojj?, 
m  «94iyrii(  ^  'cXm9,  Jhe  other  Two  are  eqmvaUnt  in  Senfe,  Uiartu  ^ 
i?^9,  and  •  flrvivriK  aorm  -^  where  «A«»r  is  undorfiood*. 


O  3 
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00  Icfs  than  thrice ;  as  Irenaus  had  done,  thrice 
alio,  before,  in  Words  equivalent ;  and  Origen, 
probably,  once;  as  aho  *  Hippolytus:  not  to 
mention  that  All  the  Fathers  by  interpret- 
ing. Gen.  I.  x5.  ( TroiW^g*  aL»5g«7ror5  of 
Father  and  Son  jointly,  have  implicitely  and 
confequentially ,  tho*  not  exprcfly,  (aid  the 
feme  thing.    To  proceed  : 

You  have  an  Argument  to  prove  that  Creat- 
ing does  not  imply  infinite  Power.  For,  you 
fay,  was  the  extent  of  thofe  Towers,  then  ex- 
frets' d,  infinite,  *tis  evident,  the  World  muft 
he  infinite  alfo,  (p.  58  )  This,  indeed,  is  do- 
ing the  Bufinels  at  once :  For,  if  this  realbning 
be  juft,  the  Father  Himfclf,  as  well  as  the  Son, 
is  effcd:ually  excluded  from  ever  giving  any 
fcnfiblc  Proof,  or  from  exerting  any  A&,  of 
infinite  Power.  Sr.  Taul's  Argument  from  the 
Creation,  fox  the  eternal  Tower  and  Godhead  of 
the  Creator,  is  rendrcd  inconclufivc :  For  it  will 
be  eafy  to  reply,  in  Conrradidion  to  the  Apo- 
(lie's  reafoning,  that  the  Things  which  are  made 
are  finite  \  and  therefore  cannot  prove  the 
maker  of  Them  to  be  infinite :  So  that  Atheifts 
and  Unbelievers  were  not  fo  intirely  without 
excufe,  as  the  good  Apoflle  imagin'd.  If  you 
think  there  is  feme  difference  between  infinite 
Tower,  and  eternal  Tower  and  Godhead  \  and 
therefore  that  the  Apoftle's  Argument  is  not 

*  Contr.  Boron.  &  Hel  p.  216.   Comf  Contr.  Nocf.  p.  16. 
The  genmntfs  of  tht  Jirfi  ij  fonnwhut  49ubtfHl',  hut  ih'i  Ufi  u  n§$ 
qHffiiim'd, 


Qu.  XI.        of  Jame  Q^U  E  R I E  S.  191 

pertineot  to  the  point  in  Hand ;  I  fhall  be  con- 
tent if  Creating  be  allowed  a  (ufficient  Proof 
of  the  Son's  eternal  Tower  and  Godhead\ 
fince  it  brings  me  diredly  to  the  Point  I  aim 
at:  Befides,  that  infinite  Tower  will  come  in 
of  Coorle  afterwards,  by  necefTary  Inference  and 
Implication.  I  had  almod  foi^ot  to  take  notice 
of  your  way  of  wording  your  Argument,  which 
looks  not  very  fair.  You  fay,  was  the  extent 
of  tbofe  Towers  infinite ;  as  if  any  one  faid  it 
was,  in  the  Senfe  wherein  you  undeHland  the 
word  extent.  For  Reafbns  beft  known  to  your 
felf,  you  do  not  diftinguilh  between  extent  of 
Power  ad  intra,  in  re(pe<St  of  degree ;  and 
extent  of  Power  ad  extra,  in  refpcca  of  the 
exercife  of  it.  Ic  may  require  an  infinite  2)^* 
gree  of  Power,  to  create  a  grain  of  Sand ;  tho' 
the  extent  of  that  outward  A<fl  reaches  no  far* 
ther  than  the  thing  created.  Now,  you  know^ 
our  difpute  is  only  about  infinite  extent  of 
Power  in  the  firft  Senfe.  Let  us  therefore  put 
the  Argument  into  plain  Words,  and  fee  how 
it  will  bear. 

Was  the  Power  exercis'd  in  the  Creation 
infinite  in  T^egree,  or  exceeding  any  finite 
Power,  then  it  is  evident  that  the  JVorld 
muft  be  infinite.    Make  this  out,  with  any 
tolerable  Senfe  or  Connexion,  and  you'l  do 
fomething.    Next  let  us  put  the  Argument  in 
the  other  Light. 

*•  If  the  Power  exercis'd  in  the  Creation  ex- 
tended  to  an  infinite  Comfafs^  or  to  an 

O  4  jinite 
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finite  Number  of  Things,  then  it  is  evident 
that  the  World  mufi  be  infinite.  Right : 
If  the  Creation  had  been  infinite  in  extent^ 
the  Creation  muft  have  been  infinite  in  ex- 
tent. But  who  is  it  that  you  are  difputii^ 
^ainft  ?  Or  whom  do  you  oblige  by  thele  Di^ 
coveries  ?  The  Queftion  is,  whether  the  Create 
ing,  that  is,  producing  out  of  Nothing,  any  one 
fingle  Thing,  however  fmall  in  extent,  be  not 
an  Ad:  f roper  to  God  only;  exceeding  any 
finiteVov/cT ;  incommunicable  to  any  Creature. 
It  is  lufficient  for7i?«,  to  put'U/  upon  the  proof 
of  the  j^ffirmative:  No  confidering  Man  would 
ever  attempt  to  prove  the  Negative.  As  to  the 
Affirmative,  there  are  many  very  probable  prc- 
fumptive  Proofs,  fuch  as  ought  to  have  great 
Weight  with  Us :  particularly.  Creation  every 
where  in  Scripture  look'd  on  as  a  divine  Ad ; 
Not  fb  much  as  a  Grain  of  Sand,  or  a  Particle  of 
Matter,  laid  to  be  created  by  an  Angel,  or  Arch- 
angel, or  any  Creature  whatever;  Reafonable  to 
iiippofe  that  nothing  can  come  into  Being  by 
any  Power  left  than  His,  who  is  the  Author 
and  Fountain  of  all  Being.  To  this  agrees  the 
general  Scnle  of  the  more  fober  and  thinking 
Part  of  Mankind.  This  was  theDodrine  of  the 
*  Ante-Nicene  Carholick  Writers,  fo  far  as  ap- 

•  Hoc  Deus  ab  Horaine  difftrt,  quoniam  Deus  quidcm  facit.  Ho- 
mo flutem  fit:  &  quidcm  Qui  ^cir,  femper  Idem  c(l.  Irtn,  f.  140. 
Bened, 

Nihil  enim  in  totum  Diabolus  in?enitur  fecifle,  videlicet  cum  8c 
Jfft  CreaturM  fit  Dei.qucmadraodum  8c  rcliqui  Angcli.  Inn,  f.  118. 
^ff  alfo  Bull.  D.  F.  Epilog,  p.  291.  292. 

pears; 
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pears,  as  well  as  of  Thofe  chat  came  after. 
Wherefore  the  Atians^  in  alcribiog  Creation  to 
a  Creature^  *  innovated  in  the  Faith  of  Chriftt 
copied  after  the  Gnofticks,  and  expofed  their 
Cao/c.  Since  They  refolved  to  make  ^Creature 
only,  of  the  Son  of  God,  they  fhould  not  have 
allowed  Him  any  Power  of  Creating  \  hot 
ihoold  have  interpreted  all  thofe  Texts  which 
ibeak  in  favour  of  it,  as  the  Socinians  have  done 
lince,  of  a  metafhorical  Creation.  That  in* 
deed  had  been  novel,  and  ftrain'd  enough ;  but 
accompanied  with  lefs  abfordity  than  the  other.. 
HowevcTt  This  ufe  we  may  make  of  what  the 
Arians  fo  generally  granted ;  Firft,  to  obfervet 
that  Scripture  and  Tradition  mud  have  appeared 
to  run  very  ftrong,  at  that  time,  for  it :  And  it 
may  farther  Ihow,  how  eafy  and  natural  that 
Notion  muft  be  allowed  to  be,  which  fo  many 
could  not  forbear  exprejjing  clearly  and  di* 
ftinHly ;  even  frequently  when^  at  the  fame 
time  ♦  they  were  about  to  affirm ,  and  en-^ 
deavoring  to  frove  fomething  not  very  con^ 
fiftent  with  it.  But  we  lhall  have  more  of  this 
Matter  in  the  following  ^^ueries. 

yif  ifi  'ily>«A0«  IlifAijffyM  JifrirefTeUt  rnvrfAmrti,  ifn%  lui 
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Whether  the  Creator  of  all  Things  was  not 
Himfelf  uncreated \  and  therefore  could 
not  he     Q06  onm^  made  out  of  nothing. 

THIS  and  the  four  following  Queries,  are^ 
you  lay,  all^  at  mojf,  but  Arguments^ 
ad  Ignorantiam or  Verecundiam,  (p.  Sf-)  to 
fmt  us  upondeterminingThings.on  either  Jide^ 
mt  clearly  revealed.  To  (ay  the  Truth,  you 
§eem  here  to  be  very  much  perplexed;  and 
tberefore  have  reafon  to  complain ;  And  I  am 
not  to  expccil  any  very  clear  and  diftinft  An- 
fwers.  You  admit  60.)  that  the  Creator 
ef  all  Things  muji  be  Himfelf  uncreated.  Well 
then :  The  Son  is  Creator  of  all  Things ;  There- 
lore  He  is  uncreated.  The  premifes  are  Both 
your  own ;  The  Conclufion  mine :  And,  one 
might  think,  it  ihould  be  your's  too.  But  you 
are,  it  feems,  very  loth  to  come  into  it ;  and 
iKicover  a  (Irong  Inclination  to  elude  and  evade 
it ;  if  it  were  any  way  poflfiblc  for  you  to  do 
it.  Let  us  fee  what  you  can  fay;  If  the 
Scriprure-Senfe  be  the  true  and  only  froj^er 
Senfe  of  the  word.  Creature,  {to  wit ^  the 
vifble  and  invijible  Worlds  brought  into  be- 
ing by  the  "Corner  of  the  Ao-y®-,  or  Son  of 
God,  in  Subordination  to  the  Will  and  Tower 
cf  the  Father)  then  ^tis  manifeft  that  the 
Aay®-r  who  thus  Created  Them,  muft  (what- 
ever is  the  nature  of  his  own  TroduStion  or 

Gen^ 
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Generation)  be,  in  this  way  of  /peaking,  uncre^ 
ated.  This  is  fbmeching  myfterious.  It  is  how- 
ever very  plain  that  you  arc  draining  hard  for 
fome  odd,  peculiar  Sen fe  of  the  word,  Creature 
OT  Created ;  which  is  to  ht  called  the  Scripture^ 
Sen/e;  and  if  this  does  not  relieve  you,  all  is  loft. 

You  give  us  the  Scripture-^oStrine  of 
the  Creation*^  exprefling  both  the  Creation 
it  felf,  and  the  Verfon  by  whom  it  was 
wrought:  and  that  whole  T^oStrine,  tho*  ftt 
forth  in  many  Words,  you  call  the  Scripture 
Senfe  of  that  0;r^  Word,  Creature,  ox  Created. 
As  if  lihould  fty ;  the  Scripture- Account  of  the 
Ark  is^  that  it  was  made  by  Noahs  therefore 
the  Scrifture- Senfe  of  the  word,  Ark,  implies 
the  making  of  it  by  Noah.  Or,  the  Scripture- 
Account  of  the  Temple  is,  that  it  was  built  by 
Solomon ;  therefore  the  Scripture-Senfe  of  the 
word.  Temple,  fiippofes  it  to  be  fbmething 
made  by  Solomon :  And  if  there  were  ever  lb 
many  Temples  befides  that  one,  yet  They  could 
not  properly  be  caird  Temples^  unlefs  built  by 
Solomon.  This  is  jud  as  good  as  your  pretence, 
that  creating  does  not  fignify  fimply,  creat- 
ing ;  bat  creating  by  the  Aoyg^*.  Give  me  leave 
to  ask  whether  the  Jews^  who  kept  their 
Sabbath  in  Memory  of  the  Creation,  and  un- 
doubtedly took  their  notion  of  it  from  Scri- 
pture, underftood  the  word  conftantly  in  your 
Senfe,  as  created  by  the  Aoy@»  ?  If  they  did ; 
That  is  a  point  I  may  make  ibme  ufe  of  ano- 
ther Time;  If  They  did  not;  then  the  Jrr/-. 

|>t«re-Scnfe 
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ftnre-Senfe  of  the  word.  Creature,  before  the 
coming  of  the  Meffiah,  was  ibmethiog  dif&rent 
bom  what  you  have  given  us.  I  lhall  onlyadd* 
that  your  pretended  Senfe  of  the  word  Crea- 
ture, or  Created,  does  not  feem  to  have  pre- 
vailed fo  early  as  St.  John's  Time.  He  tells 
us,  all  Things  were  made  by  Him,  that  is,  by 
the  Aoy@* ;  and  without  Him,  was  not  any 
Thing  made  that  was  made.  Might  He  not 
better  have  faid,  in  ihort,  all  Things  were 
created,  neither  was  there  any  thing  but  what 
was  created  \  It  was  pcrfedlly  needlds,  if  your 
pretence  be  true,  toinfert,  by  Him;  becaufe,  in 
the  Serif  ture-Sen/e  of  the  Word,  it  was  imphed, 
and  the  Addition  of  it  only  renders  it  Tautology. 
.  You  go  on  to  lay,  it  is,  I  think,  for  this 
reafon,  that  the  Scriptures  never  fay  that 
He  is  created.  Ingenuoufly  coniefs'd;  and 
therefore  1  hope  you  will  not  prefume,  either 
to  fay,  or  to  believe,  that  He  is  created.  As 
to  the  reafon  you  affign  for  it,  it  is  meet 
Fancy  and  Fidion:  I  hope,  out  of  pure  Re- 
verence to  the  facred  fVrit,  you  will  bethink 
your  Iclf  of  fome  better.  You  add,  on  the  other 
Hand,  that  the  Scriptures  never  fay  that  He 
IS  uncreated ;  forgetting  what  you  had  acknow- 
ledged, in  the  lame  Page,  viz.  That  the  Creator 


an  unavoidable  confequence  in  Reafon:  And 
that  the  Aoyo$  had  created  all  Things  you 
admit,  immediately  after,  as  delivered  in  Scri* 
piurc.   Whercfotc,  if  Scripture,  by  unavoid-^ 


of  allThin\ 


^ft  be  Himfelf  uncreated,  is 


abf^ 
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iAle  Ctmfequence,  does  fey,  that  He  is  uu^ 
created  \  I  hope.  Scripture  does  fay  it.  The 
Scriptures,  every  where,  carefully  keep  up  the 
Diftiodion  between  Creator  and  Creature  i 
and  never  confound  Both  in  one.  They  tell 
us  not  of  any  Creature  of  the  Father\  which 


that  all  Things  were  made  by  Him ;  and  to  oc 
more  expreffive  and  emphatical,  without  Him 
was  not  any  Thing  made  that  was  made. 
How  can  this  be  if  He  Himielf  was  made? 
Si  ip/e  FaStus  eft^  non  fer  Ilium  Jiint  omnia 
fa^a^  fed  castera ;  lairh  St.  Auftin. 

As  to  the  Senfe  of  the  jinte-Nicene  Writers, 
in  this  particular,  it  is  well  known  that  they  do 
implicitely  and  confequentially^  almoft  every 
where,  declare  the  Son  to  be  uncreated.  You 
may  fee  fbme  *  Teftimonies  referred  to  in  the 
Margin,  where  they  do  it  alfb  direitly^  and  in 
exprefs  Words.  I  fcruple  not  to  put  Origen 
amongft  Them :  His  Orthodoxy  has  been  ef. 
fedually  defended  by  the  Incomparable  Biihop 
Bull,  in  the  Opinion  of  the  ableft  and  moft 
impartial  Judges.  The  learned  Dod:or,  norwith- 
(landing,  has  been  pkafed  to  revive  the  Difpute 
about  Origen's  Sentiments :  with  what  Succels, 
fliali  be  here  examin'd,  as  briefly  as  may  be.  The 

*  Athenagoras,  Legat.  p  39.  Ed.  Or.  Ignat.  ad  Ephef.  c.  7. 
p.  14.  Ed.  Ox.  Ireoarus*  I.  t.  c.  if.  p.  ifj.  £d«  Bened.  Origen. 
Contr.  Ceir.  1.  6.  p*  287.  Dionyf.  Rom.  apud  Athacaf.  de  Decred 
S71U  N.  p.  131.  Dionjfius  Akacandr.  apud  Eund.  230.  ij*^.  ifj, 
Thcognoftus— 'apud  Eund.  230.  Methodius  apud  Phot.  p.  959. 
Hippolytus  (fro^MSfy)  de  TheoL  8c  lacarn.  p.  aa8. 


is  not  a  Creature  of  the  Son's  alfb. 


Wgtdt 
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Words  of  Origen^  which  *He  lays  hold  on,  arc 

applied  to  the  Son.  Bifhop  Bui/,  like  a  skilful 
arid  a  candid  Man,  who  did  not  care  to  let  one 
mnbiguous  Sentence  againft  many  plain  ones ; 
nor  to  make  an  Author  manifeftly  inconHftcnt, 
without  as  manifeft  a  neceffiry;  rendred  the 
Words,  very  rightly,  Antienter  than  all  Crea- 
tures. The  Dodor  Himfelf  is  forc'd  to  « admit, 
that  the  Words  might  bear  this  Conftrudion : 
And  yet  <^afrerwards  fays,  that  Origen  exprejly 
reckoned  the  Son  among  the  hiuuBfyi\iM/^.  But 
how  exfrejly  ?  This  can  never  be  proved  raeer- 
ly  from  the  Forqe  of  ^n-pecrCiiStToy)  as  a  Super- 
Utive :  unlefs  « Eufebius  exprejly  reckoned  the 
Son  among  Times  and  Ages-^  or  ^Jujiin  Mar- 
tyr exprejly  reckoned  the  Pentateuch  among 
profane  Hiftories :  or  the  fame  s  Juftin  ex- 
prejly  reckoned  Mofes  and  the  Trophets  among 
the  Wtfe-Men  of  Greece:  which  is  ridicu- 
lous. The  Superlative ,  we  fee,  hath  been 
ufed  fometimes  Comparatively ;  and  why  not 
by  Origen  ?  He  may  only  appear  to  fay,  what 

a  Script.  Do^r.  p.  184.  178*  282.   niim  164.  14^.  24^ 
b  O  g,  Coirr.  Cc  f.  1.  5.  p.  lyj* 

c  Script.  Do6r.  p.  184*  aitM  164*  d  Script.  Do^h*.  p.  181. 
§Jiui  14  9. 

c  n«»i»5  >^  TTotfiuv  tcCa/m  xpa-^uTwn^,  Dc  Laud.  Conftant* 

C  I.  p.  5"ol.  Valcf,  «  xetl  etvrmf  uiatrnv  isi  rt^^fTrn^  xul  TWf* 
7t<      Tfw^uTfltTo.  Cyril  Alex  dial.  2.  dc  Trin.  p.  446. 

Parxn*  c  i ».  p.  70.  Ed.  Ox. 

mttf  vfAlf  npSif,  Parara.  C.  3f.  p.  118.    Mtt^iKWrr«r  /bbt»'£AA«NW 

w^icr^uTXTB^,  Eufcb.  Prasp.  Evang.  1.  14.  c#  |. 

He 
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He  realfy  does  doc.  There  is  certaioly  a  wide 
Difference  between  verbally  fceming  to  aflerc, 
and^A^if/Zyafferting;  as  much  as  between  being 
barely  capable  of  luch  aSenfe,  and  being  capable 
of  no  other  Senfe.  How  then  will  the  learned 
Doi^or  be  able  to  make  good  his  Pretenfions? 
He  ^alledges  the  whole  Tenor  of  OrigenVO/i- 
nion ;  In  which  He  greatly  miflakes :  For  the 
wboleTenor  of  Origen,  efpecially  in  thatTrea- 
tife  from  whence  the  Pa(7age  is  taken,  is  alto- 
gether contrary ;  as  the  Learned  well  know, 
and  Bifhop  Bull  hath  clearly  ihown.  But  the 
Dodor  has  a  Birther  plea  from  a  Paffage  io 
t  Athmafius^  which  He  ieems  to  be  much 
pleafed  with ;  referring  to  it,  once,  and  again^ 
in  his  Scripture -T^o6irine.  The  principal 
Words  are  thefe :  Tor  >^  ^  x'naiiM^  KvcAt^j  )9  micnii 
^l»D;aala$  S^/jlib^v.  The  Doiior  thinks  He 
has  here  dilcovered  a  ^  Contra-dijiin^fion  be- 
tween xTioio^  (He  negleds  xJ^t^O  and  ^ot- 
'>i7^<piai(i6$  Sitfiiy^yof.  We  are  to  Jupfoje 
ncum^  'vL^TOfoaitf^  of  larger  Extent  and  Signifi- 
cation than  mcfi^  xTioi^ would  have  been:  and» 
becaufe  h/i^s^yov  goes  along  with  it,  we  are 
to  fuffofe  that  hfjLii^y^/jLx  was  underftood,  by 
Athanafius,  in  a  larger  Senfe  than  x-nW:  Laftiy, 
we  are  to  fuppofe  that  Athanajius  is,  in  this 
Inftance,  the  beft  Interpreter  of  Origen ;  tho' 

*  Scrip.  Do^.  p.  184.  mUas  i6^, 

xiKitm  Ticn%  yt^^nrm  mhh,  •  S  Xe^»  r^n^ ;  Qtnt.  Cootr.  Gear, 
f.  39^  Ed.  fieiicd.  :^  Scnpt.  Do£kr.  ^  184.  MliMt  164. 

it 
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it  does  not  appear  from  Origen^s  own  Wntuigs. 
that  He  knew  any  thing  of  this  peculiar  Senfe 
of  Sufiib^iMj  but  the  Contrary.  The  bare  Re- 
cital of  fo  many  Suffofitions^  advanced  without 
Proof,  or  any  Shadow  of  it,  might  fu£Bce  for  an 
Anfwer.    But  we  may  obfcrve. 

I.  That  if  Athanafius^  being  then  a  young 
Man  and  an  Orator,  intended  only  to  vary 
his  Phrafe ;  either  to  be  more  emphaticai,  or  to 
give  the  better  Turn  and  Cadence  to  a  Period 
(and  this  might  be  all,  for  any  thing  that  ap- 
pears to  the  Contrary)  then  the  Dodior's  Critu 
eijm  fails  to  the  Ground. 

X.  If  any  Contra-difiinSiion  was  intended,  it 
ihould  feem  that  the  (ame  mud  hold,  with  re- 
^tdi  to  xuexor  and  :  the  Conlequence 

whereof  is,  that  God  the  Father  is  not  nuLo®" 
ib  far  and  wide  as  He  is  JVf/ti&gyo^.  It  will  be 
ibme  Satis£idion  to  us,  that  if  the  Son  be 
hiiim%yifHM^  He  has  no  Lord  over  Him. 

3.  The  conftant  ufe  of  <hf/Aioi;§y>t^flt  zxa^hiiim^ 
70^,  in  other  Authors,  and  even  in  *  Athanajius 
Himfelf,  and  in  this  very  \  Treatife,  is  another 
ftrong  Prefumption  againft  the  Do&ot^sCriticiJm. 

*  See  Athanafius  dc  Dccrct.  Syn.  Nic.  pag.  235'.  ffhtn  He  #Jt« 
frejfy  pleads  that  the  Father  cannot  he  /aid  to  be  fiif^iUfyU»  m  reffeci 
#/  the  Son. 

■J-  Tie  ifTu  i5f#«»{ij«F,T3  x^ri  mfk  rcf  K-nmf^  A^r^iMifrK  wfiy- 
ftiintccxom^  utinrofi^  hjostit^  "^OfUMf       «  715  r«  cpp«       f  rf;^<r v 

yh  t(sitrA7nt&i9»  p*46.  The  PVordi  i^fAtMf^fActlti  and  hifA*mtfyt9 mt/wer, 
in  the  Similitudi  and  Analogy^  to  x-n^i  and  x-nncrra, going  Sefort.  Where- 
fore^ I  conceive,  that^  according  to  Athanafius,  the  Two  forvm*  when 
underfiood  with  reUtton  to  God,  are  equivalent  to  the  Twe  Istter. 

4.Thc 
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4.  The  Confequences  following  from  thq 
Suppo(irioQ  of  fuch  aSenfe,  as  the  Dod^or  would 
impofe  upon J,  may  be  demonftrably 
coofiiced  from  the  fame  Treatife ;  nay,  from  the 
very  (ame  Page  where  that  remarkable  Paf- 
figc  is. 

For,  yoii  muft  know>  that,  if  the  Doftor 
tmdeiftands  Him  right,  Athanafius  included  the 
Son  under  TraW  'OsrD^aoKv^s  whereof  the  F;>- 
ther  is  iiifi\»%yo<i\  And  ib  the  Son  mufl:  be  hya- 
w^iUL  according  to  Athanafius.  Not  only 
fb,  bat  He  muft  alfo  come  under  toW  y%:*y\ry\i 
iKTici^;  which,  for  the  purpofe,  the  learned  Do- 
ctor took  care  to  render  all  derivative  Be- 
ings anfwering  to  his  rendring  of  hnim^yjs^ 
^afterwards.  This  might  look  fair  and  plaufible, 
had  w6  only,  that  fingle  Sentence  of  Athanafius 
to  form  a  Judgment  by :  But  it  ftaads  in  a 
pretty  large  Treatife;  wherein  we  find  that 
Athanafius  is  fo  far  from  fuppofing  the  Son  to 
be  J>iA**3^§>»t/;«*i  that  He  makes  Him  ^  oti>it)i$ 
of  dll  the  invifible  Towers ;  nay  and  ^  hin's^y^i 
T«  -ararro^,  which,  I  think,  comes  to  as  much 
^  J^fMBgyj  '7ci(jvi^  .'Kjmqou(i\(gi^\  and  that  there- 
fore the  learned.  Dodor  may  almoft  as  reafbn- 
abJy  bring  the  Father  in,  among  the  j^jtt(y§y>i- 
ftaSt  of  ?he  Son,  as  vice  verfa.  To  conclude ; 
Athanafius^  within  a  few  lines  of  that  PafTage 
which  the  Docaor  makes  ufe  of,  exempts  the, 
ion,  clearly  and  exprefty,  firom  the  Rank  of 

^  %  Script.  Dodr.  p.  4i  tdias  p.  5.  Ii  Scnpt.  Dofir.  p.  278. 

Mm  i^f»  c  Pag.  43.     j  d  Pag«  29. 
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fuch  derivative  Beings^  as  the  Dodor  would 
place  Him  with :  *  ''aaAc^  jt^er  m  r  ywfPV  y  % 
mm  ^  xritrms.  So  much  for  Athanafius^  and 
iht  Dodor's  Criricifins  dpon  Him.  Now,  if 
you  pleafe,  let  Origen  be  Our's  again,  till  yod 
cath^ccter  make  out  your  Title  to  Him.  I  do 
not  know  that  the  DoGtor  has  faid  any  thing 
confidcrable  to  weaken  the  Evidence  of  any 
other  of  the  Authors,  reftrr*d  to  in  the  Mar- 
gin. So  we  may  leave  Them  as  They  are;  and 
proceed  to  another  ^ery. 

Q^U  E  R  Y  XIII. 

Whether  there  can  be  any  Middle  between 
being  made  out  of  nothing,  and  out  of  forne- 
thing ;  that  is,  between  being  out  of  No- 
thing, and  out  of  the  Father^ s  Subfiance ; 
between  being  eflentially  God,  and  being  a 
Creature?  Whether,  confequently,  the  San 
muji  not  be  either  eflentially  God,  or  elfe  a 
Creature  ? 

» 

HERE,  again,  I  have  run  tw6  ^^ueries 
into  one  (being  nearly  allied  to  each 
other)  for  the  conveniency  of  Method.  Qnc- 
ftions  of  this  kind  you  like  not :  It  is,  yoti 
lay,  prefling  you  to  determine  Things  not 
clearly  revealed:  As  if  you  had  not  deter- 
mined already  upon  the  Points  in  Qoeffion; 
or  were  at  all  afraid  of  doing  it.  Permit  me 
to  lay,  you  hare  determined:  But  becalife  tbei 
^  Pag*  ja.  Goa- 


Canchlfiqii  i$  tQo  fhockiag  to  appear  in  broad 
Terms,  aodtoo  weatc  to  bear;  therefore  yoii 
kcq>  it  under  Cover,  and  lay  Colours  upon  it, 
the  better  to  deceive  and  draw  in  an  unwary 
Readei :  This  is  what  I  complain  of.  Let  every 
Reader  be  apprized,  that  the  only  Qucftioii 
bccweeo  us  is,  whether  His  Creator  and  Re- 
deemer, be  a  Creature y  or  no :  and  then  the 
Caafe  will  be  brought  to  a  ihort  ifliie ;  and  ic 
will  iboo  be  ieen  where  the  Truth  lies.  Ic 
is  DOC  that  I  defire  to  draw  you  into  danger 
of  Cen/ure^  of  which  you  are  apprehen- 
five;  I  could  hot  have  a  Thought  16  mean: 
Befides  that  I  intended,  abd  defired,  for  the 
gfcater  freedom  of  deb^^te,  to  be  private;  And 
You,  perhaps,  may  be  fo  dill,  if  you  pleale. 
It  coQcems  every  honeft  Mao  to  have  the 
Cade  fairly  laid  open.  While  you  are  en- 
deavoorii^  to  expole  the  received  Opipion,  as 
iniicb  as  you  are  able,  let  your  own  be  fliowd 
in  its  true  Colours^  and  then  let  againft  it; 
that  lb  we  may  the  more  eafily  judge,  which 
has  the  Advantage  upon  the  Comparilbn.  Yoii 
arc  very  fenfible,  I  doubt  not,  that  the  Argu- 
ments againft  the  Son's  being  a  Creature,  bear 
upon  you  with  (iich  Strength,  Force,  and  full 
Light;  that  you  had  rather  have  the  pinch 
of  the  Queftion  concealed  from  the  Reader,  or 
difguifed  under  other  Terms.  The  Anticnt 
Arians  ^  the  immediate  SucccfTors  of  Arius^ 
found  it  abfolutely  neceflary  to  refine  upon 
their  Leader:  to  refine,  I  mead,  inLinguage\ 
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for  their  Fatth  was  the  fame.  When  the  World 
was,  ill  a  manner  their  oWh ;  and  when  They 
were  fo  far  from  fearing  etnjiire  themfelvcs, 
that  they  imploy'd  the  fccular  Power  to  ■  plun- 
der, pcrfccute,  and  deftroy  as  many  as  oppofed 
Them ;  even  then.  Thole  Men  durft  nor  fay 
diredfly,  that  the  Son  of  God  was  a  Creature: 
We  have  Creed  after  Creed  drawn  up  by  Them  ; 
and  Arius's  Pofitions  ^  exprefly  difclaim^d  by 
fbnie  of  Them  ;  tho\  at  the  lame  time.  They 
meant  the  fame  Things.  And  what  was  the 
meaning  of  this  wary  Proceeding ;  this  Walking 
in  difguifc,  while  they  had  nothing  to  fear  from 
the  Powers  in  Being?  The  Rcalbn  is  plain: 
Their  Dodrine  was  new  and  ^Jhocking  to 
Chriftian  Ears.  It  was  not  fit  to  appear  in 
^  clear  and  plain  Words.  It  was  to  be  innnuated 
otily,  in  remote  Hints,  and  dark  Innuendoes. 
People  were  to  be  decoy 'd,  and  gradually  drawn 
into  a  new  Faith ;  which  if  they  had  fully  un- 
derftood,  and  feen  what  it  led  to,  they  would 
immediately  have  detefled.  See  to  this  purpofe 
a  ^^PafTage  of  Hilary  worth  remarking;  which 
I  have  thrown  into  the  Margin. 

a  Set  Aihanaf.  Vol.  i.  p.  no.  317.  321.  34f.  361.  386.  Hilar, 
p.  1191.    BaliKfEp,  70,  71.  282.    Grcg.Naz.  Orat.  ao.  15. 1^.  j2. 

b  Athanaf.  Vol.  i.  p.  176.  i7f.  Vol.  a.  p.  ji^,  Socrat.  1.  2. 
c.  10.  Sozom.  E.  Hift.  1.  3.  c.  5.    Epiphan.  Harrcf.  73.  p.  84^. 

c Athanaf.  Vol.  I.  p.  134. 183.  Alexand.Epid.  Theod  H. p.  16. 30* 

d  6ff  Athanaf.  Vol.  1.  p.  288. 

c  Hujus  quidcm  ufque  adhuc  Impictatis  Fraudc  pcrficitur,  ut  jam 
fiib  Antichrifti  Saccrdotibus  QhrM  Pofulus  non  occidar,  dum  Hoc 
pdtant  fUi         cITe  qUod  %'6(is  dl.    Audiunt  Dium  Cfarifium) 

The 
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The  jirians,  ox  Semi-Arians  (for  Both  come 
to  one  at  lad)  were  (b  fendble  that  their  Tenets 
woald  not^  bear  the  Light,  that  they  were 
fbrcfd  to  di%ai(e  and  conceal  Them  under  Ca- 
tholick  Forms  of  Speech,  with  all  imaginable 
Art  and  Subtlety ;  as  was  much  complain'd  of 
by  the  Catholicks,  who  abhorr'd  fuch  Artifices. 
The  myllery  of  theie  Diiguifes  has  been  already 
intimated.  Had  they  ventured  to  /peak  out, 
they  could  not  have  deceived  any  great  Num- 
bers. The  greater  part  of  their  deluded  Fol- 
lowers were  blinded  and  hood-wink'd;  and 
hardly  knew  what  their  Leaders  intended,  or 
whither  they  were  driving.  Thefe  were  the 
Arts,  by  which  Arianijm  prevailed ;  and  yet 
hardly  prevailed  above  Forty  Years.  Whether 
thefe,  or  the  like  prudential  Reaibns,  determine 
ibme  now  to  proceed  with  the  like  Caution, 
and  to  avoid  declaring,  in  Terms,  that  the  Son 
of  God  is  a  Creature,  I  know  not.  But  this 
I  know,  that  every  careful  Reader  ought  to  be 
well  apprized  of  the  Tendency  of  your  main 
DoiSrine.  It  Ihould  be  told,  that  you  aflert, 
though  not  directly,  and  plainly,  yet  tacitely 
and  confiquent tally,  that  the  Maker,  Redeemer, 

pataikt  eiTe  quod  dicitur«  Audiunt  filttm  Dri  j  putent  in  Dei  Na- 
tiviutc  ineile  Dd  Veritatem.  Audiunc  Ana  Timpora»  putant  id 
ipfuni  Ante  Timfara,  eilequod  Semper  eft.  San&iores  Aures  pic- 
bis  quam  Corda  Sacerdotum.  Hilar,  pag.  1166.  Se$  m1{o  Sozom. 
E.  H.  1.  3.  c.  f. 

*  Athana£  p.  %%f,  114,  Spf.  Theod.  £•  H.  p.  17.  Socrat* 
E.  H*  L  I.  c  4f.  Sozom.  £.  H.  L4.  c.29.  Epipba*.  Hxrcf.  73. 
p.  841*.   Grcgor.  Naziao^  Orat.  &  1 .  p.  387. 

P  3  and 
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ftkl  Jif^6  of  the  wlmic  World,  is  no  more  than 
'a  Creatyre;  is  motabtc,  «nd  coitnptilile;  ^ 
bends  hitirely  upon  the  Favour  and  ^ood  Pica- 
jare  of  God ;  has  a  fnrecatkms  Ex fftence,  aed 
ikpendeiit  Powers,  finite  abd  limited ;  Md  is 
jrieirher  fo  petfcd:  in  liis  Natore,  nor  fo  ex- 
ited in  Privileges,  imt  that  it  is  in  tiie 
fher's  Power,  according  to  his  own  gtwd  Pfca- 
fore,  to  cr^erfte  Another  eqaid,  or  ^en  Supcrtor, 
to  Him.   Thefe  arc  yoir  Tenets,  if  yoa  p*cafc 
^0  fpeak  ont ;  and  tliefe,  in  the  main,  are  wfaac 
j4rius,  being  a  plain,  open,  and  coprfiAeolt 
Man,  at  the  beginning,  very  frwaUly  |>ro- 
lefs-d.   But,  if  thefe  P<^Kions  appear  to  ibsarSk 
and  fliocking,  that  you  your  Selves,  who 
admit  Them ,  do  not  care  to  own  them  in 
flain  Terms  ;  it  iray  be  very  eycufable  in 
Others  to  contradiA  Them;  and  to  aflcrt, 
upon  lb  great  Evidences  of  Ttiith,  from  Scri- 
pture and  Antiquity,  that  ^QoA  the  Sod  i$ 
infinitety  removed  from  the  <3oiiditioii  of  a 
'Creature;      really^  ttufy,  and  efeMtiallj 
Cod. 

You  have,  it  may  be.  feme  few  ipocious 
Difficulties  to  urge  againft  a  Trinity  il»  Vnity^ 
eternal  Generation^  or  the  hke;  points  too 
fublime  for  Men,  or,  it  may  be.  Angels  to 
comprehend.  But  why  mud  thefe  be  raought 
to  weigh  down  the  toany  and  unanfwer^Je 
pbje(flions  againft  your  own  Schepie;  or  be 
kleem'd'iiifficient  to  bear  up  againft  the  united 
yoicc  of  Scripture  and  Catbolick  Ata\tfaSty  \ 
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no  where  aderring  that  the  Son  of  God  is 
a  Creature  \  but  every  where  intimating,  in- 
culcating, proclaiming,  that  He  is  the  Crea- 
tor^ ^referver^  and  Sujiainer  of  all  Things ; 
very  and  eternal  God.  You*l  Pardon  nie 
this  ExcurHon,  neceflary  to  give  the  com- 
mon Reader  a  juft  Idea  of  the  Difpute  be- 
twixt us ;  and  of  the  true  ft  ate  of  the  Que- 
ffion.  A  Stranger  in  this  Controverly,  find- 
ing how  near  we  come  to  each  other  in  ex- 
frejjion^  might  be  apt  to  wonder  wherein  we 
diSer,  pr  what  it  is  that  we  diijpute  ajbout ;  not 
jbeing  aware  of  the  Artifice  you  make  ufe  of,  in 
giving  an  Uncatholick  meaning  ro  Catholick 
Expreffions.  We  fay,  the  Son  is  not  Self- 
extftent^  meaning  that  He  is  not  unoriginate : 
You  do  not  only  lay  the  fame,  but  contend  for 
it ;  meaning,  not  necejfartly-exifting.  We  fay, 
not  unoriginate^  meaning  that  He  is  not  the 
Head  or  Fountain^  not  the  firft  Terpen  of  the 
Trinity:  You  take  up  the  very  fame  Word, 
and  zealoufly  contend  that  the  Son  is  not  un- 
originate ;  underftanding  it  in  rcfpcd  of  Time^ 
oxDuration.  We  fay,  the  Son  is  fubordinate, 
meaning  it  of  a  Subordination  of  Order,  as  is 
juft,  and  proper :  You  alfb  lay  hold  of  the  word 
Subordinate^  and  feem  wonderfully  pleased  with 
it;  but  underftanding  by  it,  2Xi  Inferiority  oi 
Nature.  We  lay,  that  the  Son  is  not  abiblute- 
ly  fu^risme  nor  independent^  intimating  thereby 
-That  He  is  Second  in  Order  as  a  Son,  and  has 
uo  fe^ar^te,  independent  Exiftcnce  from  the 

P  4  Father, 
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Father,  being  co-ejfent tally  and  co-etemally  one 
with  Him :  you  aifo  take  up  the  fame  Words, 
interpret  them  to  a  low  Senfe,  and  make  the 
3on  an  inferior  dejpendent  l^dng;  depending 
at  firft  on*  the  Will  of  the  Father  for  nis  Ex- 
iftence,  and  afterwards  for  the  continuance  of 
it.  This  is  the  way  yoij  chufe  to  indnoate 
your  Heterodoxy  into  weak  Readers.  In  the 
piean  \yhile,  notwithftanding  our  feeming  or 
verbal  Agreement,  there  is  as  wide  a  Difference 
between  what  You  teach  and  We,  as  between 
finite  and  infinite,  mutable  and  immutable^  a 
dependent  Creature  and  the  eternal  God. 
From  what  hath  been  faid,  you  may  perceive 
what  the  ConceJJlons  of  CathoUcks^  which  the 
Dodor  often  boafts  of,  amount  to.  The  Ca- 
tholtcks  have  ufed  IbmcPhrales,  in  z  goodSenfe^ 
which  artful  Men  have  perverted  to  a  bad  one.: 
That  is  all  the  Cafe.    But  I  returp. 

You  was  to  find  a  medium  between  being 
ejfentially  God,  and  being  a  Creature:  or  cMe 
to  declare  in  plain  Terms,  that  the  Son  is  a 
Creature,  A  medium  you  find  not,  nor  indeed 
can  there  be  any :  And  yet,  inflead  of  frank- 
ly acknowledging  lb  plain  and  pianifefl  a  Truth, 
you  are  pleas'd  to  fhift,  double,  and  wind  about, 
in  a  manner  unbecoming  a  grave  Difputant,  or 
a  fincere  and  ingenuous  Writer.  In  the  firft 
jplace,  you  put  on  an  Air  of  Courage,  and  give 
;ne  one  Caution,  viz.  not  to  fay  or  attempt  to 
frove^  that  every  Being  that  is  derived  mu^ 
ie^  for  that  reafon,  a  Creature^  For  fear  of 
^-    /  .  ^  -  making 
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making  my  own  Notion^  which  fbppofes  the 
Son  generated,  that  is,  derived^  to  fevour  the 
Avians:  But,  admitting  the  Son  to  be  derive^^ 
as  it  may  be  underftopd  in  a  Cafholkk  Senfe, 
yet  what  is  that  to  your  Purpofe?  Does  not 
my  Argument  torn  upon  the  Words,  out  of 
nothing  ?  Point  me  out  any  Being  fo  d^ived^ 
a  Being  which  now  is,  and  once  was  not ;  and 
deny  Him  to  be  a  Creature^  if  you  can.  But 
you  go  on ;  As  to  what  is  faid  in  the  ^eries^ 
that  either  the  Son  of  God  tnuji  be  the  Indivi- 
dual Suhjlance  of  the  Father^  or  elje  ofx 
orror,  with  the  Amn$i  I  anfwer^  if  bothScri- 
fture  and  Reafon  clearly  demonftrate  that  the 
Son  is  not  the  Individual  Suhjlance  of  the  Fa- 
ther^ who  mujl  look  to  that  Confecfuence^  if 
it  he  one 'i 

Here,  at  a  ft  rait  (as  uftal)  the  word  Jndivi- 
dual  comes  in;  a  word  capable  of  feveral 
meanings;  and  fo  necefTary  to  help  Inven- 
tion, that  you  would  often  be  at  a  lofs  what 
to  fay,  if  yoi;  wanted  that  poor  pretence  fqr 
Equivocation.  It  is  evident,  that  you  all  along 
ule  the  Word  in  a  Sabellian  Senfe,  different 
from  what  cither  the  Schoolmen  ^  or  more 
anrient  Catholicks  intended  by  it.  The  thin^ 
which  I  aftert  is  this ;  that  yoq  mu(l  either  own 
rhe  Son  to  be  of  the  fame  undivided  Sqbftance 
with  the  Father ;  or  ellc  declare  Him  a  Crea- 
ture. If  you  deny  tjie  former,  you  muft,  of 
Confequence,  admit  the  latter;  and  you 
really  do  io.   The  confequence  Ton  are  to 
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look  to,  as  necedarily  f)ov^ing  from  yaur  Pre- 
nifes;  wlMch  you  pretend  to  round  on  Scripture 
and  Reafbn,  without  any  ground  or  warrant 
jprom  either.  You  are  rcfolved,  it  leems.  to 
difown  certainty  of  the  DisjunBian^  (/  ) 
ib  afraid  you  ^re  of  determining  the  Soo  to  be 
4  Creature^  ovrnt.   Let  us  hear  what  a 

Ipijput ant  m^iyhzvc  to  plea^  agaiaft  aThing  as 
clear  and  evident  as  aQy  Axtont  in  Geop^etry. 

You  fey,  ♦  The  Nicene  Fathers  thought  the 
Sou  tfi  ie  neither  the  iaU  tw  -srctTgo^,  T%e  Sub- 
^ance  of  the  Father ^  nor  chc  onw,  hit  i/^ 
rrif  pCm^  TV  TGtreof,  from  tbe  Stikjtance  of  the 
Father.  The  Nicene  Fathers  explain  their 
meaning,  both  in  the  Creed  it  fdf,  and  jn  the 
Anathemas  annex'd  to  it;  determining  tjie 
Son  to  be  no  Creature,  nor  a  difierent  God 
from  xhe  Father ;  but  of  the  fame  undivided 
jSubftance  with  Him.  God  of  God^  Light  of 
Light,  Con/iibftantial  with  Him,  and  a  diftind 
Pcxlbn  from  Him. 

Next,  you  fay,  you  dare  not  determine  that 
God  produced  all  Things,  or  any  Things 
XJfri£fly  oftd  metaphyjically  freaking)  out  of 
Nothing.  Extreme  Modeftyt  That  you  dare 
not  determine  whether  God  has  properly  creat- 
ed any  Thing ;  or  whether  all  Things  were  not 
necejfarily  exijiing.  Matter  it  felf  may  have 
been  co-eval  and  co-eternal  with  God  the  Fa- 
ther; Any  thingy  it  fecms,  but  his  own  beloved 
and  only 'begotten  Son :  Or  elfe  why  are  you  lb 

.  ^  £m  Z>r.  Chrkc'i  Rifly  to  she  ConvocaMn,  19. 

ft/. 
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(hjr,  at  other  times,  of  ackcu^wledg^ 
Dity  ?  Or  why  (o  rdblute  io  diiparing  agaioil: 
it*?  An  ftemal  Son,  methinks,  is  much  better 
Scnfe  than  an  eternal  Subjlance,  not  divine^ 
and  a  Son  made  out  of  it ;  which  is  what  yox^ 
mud  mean,  or  mean  nothing.  Bat  to  pro* 
peedt  Yea  ^kU,  How  God  brings  Beings  into 
rest  Exigence  we  knew  not,  betanfe  we  know 
wt  tbar  Effiences.  TfaerefoKt  I  iiippoie;  we 
kaow  4idt,  whether  He  brii^  them  aato  £x- 
iftCBoe  at  s  ^r  whether  they  had  a  fieit^  be- 
fore rhey  were  created:  Tharts  rheCbniequence 
you  intend,  if  any  thing  to  the  purpofe.  You 
go  OBc  Or  whether  it  ke  a  ContradiSitm  to 
freScate  Exiftence  of  them  hefar-e  their  com^ 
4^  into  that  State  which  they  now  are  in, 
itnd  which  we  their  Creation,  we  know 
mat.    Very  Ignorant!  And  yet  you  can  be  po- 


\d&  of ;  iprefuming  to  make  the  Generation 
•of  the  Scm  of  God  Temporal  \  aod  determin- 
ing it  *  a  Contradid:ion  to  predicate  Ex- 
ijtenee  of  Htm  before  His  Generation.  Soch 
Things  as  thefc  carry  their  own  Confutation 
with  them;  and  only  ihow  that  Truth  is 
roc  flaU^rn  to  bead.  Let  it  be  (aid  then 
.plainly,  and  without  di%uile,  that  the  Son 
of  God  is  either  Conjubjtantial  with  God  the 
Father  i  or  elfe  ^  Creature.  There  is  no  me- 
dimm ,  neither  ^n  there  be  any ;  confident 
with  Scripture,  and  with  the  firuth  and  re^bn 
of  Things.   Tins  |3feing  f^tde^,  our  Dii^ute 


may 
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may  be  bronght  into  a  narrower  Compafs;  and 
\vc  may  hereafter  difmifs  doubtful  and  ambi- 
l|aoas  Terms, 

u  E  R  Y  XIV. 

Whether  T>r.  Clarke  who  every  where  denies 
the  Confubftantiality  of  the  Son,  as  abfurd 
and  contradidiory,  does  not,  of  Confe^uence^ 
affirm  the  Son  to  be  a  Creature  Cvx  orwr, 
isnd  fo  fall  under  his  own  cenjure^  and  is 
Self  condemn' d  'i 

IT  hath  been  queftion'd  by  fbme.  whether 
Dr.  Clarke  has  really  given  ipto  the  Arian 
Scheme,  or  no.  From  what  He  faith,  in  fbmc 
places  of  his  Scripture-l^oBrtne,  (particularly 
•Prop.  14  and  16.)  one  might  imagine  that  He 
flood  Neuter \  neither  determining  for,  nor 
againfl  the  Catholick  Faith,  in  that  Article: 
But,  from  his  declaring  \  exprefly  againft  the 
Confubftantiality  of  the  Son,  whether  iS^^ri/fry^ 
or  Individual,  (between  which  He  allows  no 
medium^  and  from  his  reckoning  the  Son 
among  the  JVf/«i8/)y>i^^,  (tho*  He  gives  an  arti- 
ficial gloft  to  it ;)  asalfo  from  his  excluding  the 
Son  out  of  the  One  Godhead ;  from  thefe  Con- 
fiderations,  to  mention  no  more,  it  is  exceed- 
ingly clear,  that  He  has  determined  againfl  the 
Church ,  and  declared  for  Arianijm.  He  has, 
by  nccedary  Confequence,  afTerted  the  Son  to 

♦  Script.  Doflr.  p#  17  6. 1 7  9*     +  Sec  Script.  Dodr.  p.  46/.  firft  Bd. 
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be  vx  %nim\  which  is  the  very  Eflence  and 
Chara<^eri(lick  of  Arianifm.  By  io  doing.  He  is 
Self-coiidema'd.  (JSee  Trof.  14.)  unlels  affirming 
a  thing  exfrejly  be  highly  blameable ;  and  af- 
firming the  lame  thing,  imflicitely  and  confe- 
quentially^  be  jufl  and  good.  It  is  unaccount* 
able  to  me,  how  there  comes  to  be  fuch  a  charni 
in  Words,  that  a  Man  ihould  be  blameable  for 
laying  a  Thing  of  this  Nature,  plainly  and  di- 
redlly,  which  He  may  affirm  indire<ftly  and 
confeqiientially,  without  any  fault  at  all.  Doth 
the  Offence  lie  only  in  Sounds  or  Syllables  f 
Or  was^r/«j  more  culpable  for  faying,  the  Son 
was  a  Creature,  and  from  nothing,  than  Ano- 
ther who  lays.  He  is  not  Conjiibjiantial  with 
the  Father,  nor  One  God  with  Him,  or  the  like ; 
when  it  is  lb  very  manifell,  and  hath  been  proved 
above,  that  they  arc  only  different  Exprellions 
of  the  fame  Thing?  1  can  think  but  of  three 
Rtafons  (I  Ipeak  not  of  particular  Views^  or 
Motives)  why  any  Man  fliould  condemn  Arius 
for  declaring  the  Son  to  be  ^tl  09x09.  Either 
becaufe  the  Propofition  is  fa//e ;  or  becaufe  it 
is  dubious  \  or  becaule  it  is  not,  in  exj^refs 
Words,  contained  in  Scripture. 

If  theDodor  believed  it  falfe^  He  could  not, 
confidently,  difown  the  Conjubftantiality  and 
Co-eternity  \  If  He  thought  it  dubious.  He  mufl: 
have  obferved  2.  Neutrality  in  this  Controverfy ; 
which  He  has  not  done :  The  Third  Reafon 
would  bear  too  hard  upon  many  of  the  Do- 
dlor's  Fifty  Five  Trofojitions.  The  ConclufioUt 
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which  t  draw  from  thcfe  Premifes,  pnrfoaot  to 
the  Qaery  laid  dcywo,  is,  that  the  learned 
Do6tor^  in  condemning  AriuSy  has  implictteljr 
condema'd  Himfelf.  It  was  ^  nec^Iary  Co  take 
notice  of  this,  as  it  is  to  take  o^Diigaifes,  and 
to  prevent  a  Reader's  being  mifled  by  fair  Pre- 
tences. Let  Things  appear  what  they  really 
are,  without  Art  or  Colouring ;  and  then^  if 
you  can  make  any  Advantage  of  *em,  in  God*s 
Name,  do  fo ;  and,  if  yout  Cauie  be  joft,  it 
Will  thrive  the  better  for  it. 

Query  XV, 

IFhether  He  alfb  tnujl  not^  of  ctmfequence^ 
.  affirm  of  the  Son,  that  there  was  a  Time 
when  He  was  not,  fnce  God  muji  exifi  be- 
fore the  Creature ;  and  therefore  is  again 
Self  condemned,  (See  Prop.  16.  Script.  Dodr.) 
jind  whether  He  does  not  equivocate  in 
faying^  *  elfewhere,  that  the  fecond  Ter- 
Jon  has  been  always  with  the  Firft\  and 
that  there  has  been  no  Time,  when  He  was 
not  fo :  And  laftly^  whether  it  be  not  a  vain 
and  weak  Attempt  to  fret  end  to  any  middle 
way  between  the  Orthodox  and  the  Arijins ; 
or  to  carry  the  Son's  Divinity  the  leafl 
higher  than  They  did,  without  taking  in 
the  Confubftantiality  ? 

I Could  have  been  willing  to  have  had  this,  and 
other  the  like  Queries,  relating  more  to  the 
Doftor  Himfclf,  than  to  the  Caufe,  drop'd.  But 

Script,  DoSr.  p.  4  j8.  fcft  lA.  finCC 
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feicc  ytdi  hate  rhoi^t  fit  to  fuMjh  Them, 
prefimibg  your  ielf  able  to  dckhd  the  DoiStot 
itk  cvcfy  Thing  J  you  have  brought  a  kind  of 
neceflity  upon  me,  of  Ihowifig  how  h'ttic 
ground  yOu  have  for  your  Affurancc  in  this 
parricttlar ;  and  that  the  Do^or  trtfl  flill  trant 
lonie  b^r  Advocate. 

He  condemns,  ih  his  *  S(riptMre'7)&ffrme^ 
Thofe  who  pretending  to  be  wife  ABove  what 
is  written^  and  intruding  inta  Things  which 
they  have  Hot  feen,  have  frefimed  to  affirm, 
that  there  was  a  Timb  when  the  Son  was 
NOT.  Who  would  think,  after  this,  that  He 
fhould  be  the  Man  who  ihould  p'efime  to  do  it  ? 
Yet  nothing  is  more  evident  than  that  He  denies 
the  Eternity  of  the  Son;  which  is  the  vtry 
(ame  as  to  affirm,  that  there  was  a  tme  when 
the  Son  was  not.  He  denies  it,  by  plain  Con- 
iequence,  in  fuppofing  the  Son  to  be  <^  orw, 
ias  was  fliown  under  the  laft  §^efy ;  and  be- 
fides.  He  exprefly  (ays,  in  his  f  Comments  on 
the  Athanafian  Creed  (which  contain  what 
Himfelf  liibfcribes  to)  that  there  are  not  three 
eternal  ^erfons.  It  muft  indeed  be  own'd  t 
that  in  his  Paper  laid  before  thcBilhops,  Julyz. 
1714.  He  profeiTes  that  the  Son  was  eternally 
begotten  by  the  eternal  Will  and  ^ower  of 
the  Father.  But,  after  a  Friend  of  his  had 
difcovered  fome  uneadnefs  at  that  Paflage,  as 
looking  like  a  Retralfation  of  his  former  Opi- 

^  Prop.  6.  p.  179*  alias  24^.      f  Script.  DoQr.  p.  4&9,  This 
f4rt  is  left  out  m  th$  fnond  iditm. 
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nion,  and  as  admitting  the  Son's  Eternity^  He 
*  took  care  to  explain  it  away,  and  to  figpify 
chat,  tho'  He  had  laid  the  Son  was  eternally 
begotten.  He  did  Qot  mean  it  in  the  (Uid:  and 
proper  Senle.    "  My  Intention,  lays  He,  was 
not  to  aifert  any  thing  different  from  what 
I  had  before  written ;  but  only  to  (how  that 
I  did  not  in  any  of  my  Books  teach  (as  had 
by  many  been  induftrioufly  reported  )  the 
DoiStrine  of  Arius  (viz.  that  the  Son  of 
God  was  a  Creature  made  out  of  Nothing, 
juft  before  the  Banning  of  the  World  )  but 
•*  that  He  was  begotten  Eternally,  that  is, 
without  any  Limitation  of  Time,  ( ^XSP^^^ 

alonw )  in  the  incomprehenfible  Duration  of 
the  father's  Eternity.    This  is  too  plain  to 
need  any  Comment. 

I  fliall  only  obferve  to  the  Reader,  how  the 
Dodor  fingles  out  one  particular  Point,  where- 
in He  differs  from  Arius-^  whereas  it  is  juftiy 
quedionable  whether  that  was  Arius%  Jettled 
Opinion  or  no.  Any  one  that  will  be  at  the 
pains  to  read  over  Arius\  Letters,  extant  in 
f  Tbeodortt  and  :|:  Athanajius,  will  eafily  fee, 
that  the  principal  Thing  which  ftuck  with  Him, 
was  the  to  alitor  or  (jumi^of,  the  fUid  Eter- 
nity or  Co-eternity  of  the  Son.  As  to  .  other 
lelfer  Matters,  He  would  cafily  have  compound- 
ed with  the  Catholic ks\  and  would  never  have 

*  L9ttm^  Numb.  8*  f  £•  H.  1,  i.  c.  j*. 

^    %  T>z  S/ood»  Arim.  p.  719. 

fcrupled; 
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icrapled,       the  leaft,  to  carry  the  point  as 
high  as  theDo<aor  docs.    He  was  content,  for 
the  moft  part,  to  (ay.  There  was  a  Time  when 
the  Stm  was  not,  without  defining  the  precife 
Time  of  his  Generation ,  or  Creation.  To 
make  it  the  more  clearly  appear,  that  He  was 
perfedly  of  the  Dodor's  Sentiments,  in  this  par- 
ticular, it  is  obfervable  that  He  ufes  nearly  the 
very  fimie  Words,  which  the  Dodor  does: 
(♦  'A;^;§orflK,  t        XtP^^  i  ^  ai(»y«r,  ^ 
TrotiTflw       <ti«rtfr)  Words,  tho^  not  exadly  the 
iame»yet  fiill  as  high  and  llrong  asThofe  which 
the  Dodor  explains  his  own  Senfe  of  Eternity 
by.    So  that  the  Dodor  has  no  reafon  to  diA 
dsimjtriusi  or  to  endeavor  to  perfwade  the 
World  that  He  differs  from  Him,  in  any  thing 
material  relating  to  this  Controverfy.    But  to 
return:  Th^'Words  eternal,  always,  or  the  like, 
arc  plain  Englijh  Words;  and  Ihould  cither 
not  be  uled,  in  this  caie,  at  all,  or  ufcd  in  their 
true  and  f  roper  Senfe.    You  Apologize  for  ir, 
as  far  as  the  Matter  wtU  bear :  But  it  would  be 
wiler,  and  better,  and  more  ingenuous,  to  give 
that  Point  up.    Let  us  hear  however  what  yod 
have  to  lay. 

God  could  eternally  aEi,  that  is,  could  in 
any  foint  of  duration  of  his  own  Exiftence 
exercife  his  eternal  T^ower  and  Will  in  pro- 
ducing Beings '--and  therefore  Betngs  dijiinii 

*  Epift.  apud  Atlnnaf.  p.  730. 

t  Athanaf.  ibid.   Thcod.  c.  5.  p.  21. 

db  CdDfefl*.  Arii.  8c  Euz.  apud  Sozom.  I  t«  c.  a?.  p«  jpf. 

Q  froni ' 
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from  the  one  Jkpreme  God  may  be  /aid  to  be 
Eternal)  as  far  as  we  are  able  to  reafon  about 
Eternity  (/  mean  as  it  is  a  negative  Idea) 
fo  that  we  cannot  conceive  Time  when  they 
were  not^  (p-^i-)  What  a  number  of  WordJ 
are  here,  only  to  tell  us,  in  a  round  about  way, 
that  the  Son  is  not  Eternal.  What  is  this  ne- 
gative Eternity,  but  no  Eternity  ?  And  why 
are  not  Angels,  or  Arch-angels  called  Eternal, 
fince  we  know  not  precifely  w^hen  they  were 
made,  nor  in  what  Time  they  began  to  exifi; 
which  is  all  the  meaning  of  this  new  fort  of 
Eternity  ?  Befides,  is  not  every  Creature  pro- 
duced in  fome  Toint  of  T>urationy  in  which 
God  exercifes  his  eternal  Tower  and  Will  up- 
on them?  Are  they  therefore  Eternall  As  to 
your  intimating  of  the  Son,  that  we  cannot 
conceive  Time  when  He  was  not;  it  is  not 
true,  upon  your  Principles.  We  can  conceive 
it  as  well  of  Him,  as  of  any  other  Creature, 
Angel,  or  Arch- angel;  if  He  was  made  in  Time, 
chat  is,  if  He  was  made  at  all.  We  can  con- 
ceive, and  muft  conceive,  that  there  were  Millions 
and  Millions  of  Ages  backwards ;  an  Eternity, 
a  parte  ante,  before  He  came  into  Being*  I 
hope,  you  intended  not  any  Equivocation  in 
the  word.  Time:  But  if  you  did,  it  is  only 
putting  duration  in  the  room  of  it,  and  then 
all  will  be  right.  The  Arians  would  have  been 
content  to  have  had  but  one  moment  of  Time 
admitted  for  the  Father  to  be  prior  ^  and  to 
Will  the  Exiftence  of  the  Son.    This  would 

have 
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have  been  enough  to  make  the  Generation  of 
tbc  Son  fit  cafy  upon  their  Minds.  But  the 
misfortune  was,  that  one  moment's  priority  of 
Time  muft  infer  an  infinite  Priority.  The 
ArtMs  iaw  it,  and  fiibmitted  to  it :  The  Ca- 
tholicks  abhorr'd  the  Thought ;  and  could  not 
bear  the  Impiety  of  making  the  Son  of  God  a 
Creature. 

You  endeavor  to  Ihow  that  Dr.  Clarke 
takes  a  middle  way  between  the  Orthodox  and 
the  Arians\  by  which  you  only  happen  to 
fliow  how  little  you  have  been  acquainted  with 
the  Forms^  Creeds^  and  Confejfions  of  the 
Antient  Arians.  The  firft  *  Inftance  you  give 
of  the  Dodor's  middle  Way,  is,  that  He  docs 
not  plainly  and  diredly  fay  that  the  Son  was 
created \  He  denies  Him  to  be  Qrx  Irmu 
Bat  herein.  He  only  Copies  after  many  of  the 
Antient  Arians  \  who,  when  accus'd  by  the 
Catholicks  of  making  the  Son  a  Creature^  re- 
je<2ed  the  charge  with  great  difdain,  having  this 
rcferve,  f  not  a  Creature  like  other  Creatures 
which  are  created  mediately  by  the  Aoyo^ :  the 
fame  Evafion,  which  you  are  pleas'd  to  adopt 
for  your  own,  60.)  And  it  was  :j:  frequent: 
with  the  Arians  to  deny  the  Son  to  be  1^  One 
oFTOf  5  or  even  to  Anathematize  thofe  that  iliould 
affirm  it.  A  fecond  Inftance  you  give,  of  the 
Doctor's  refining  upon  the  Arians^  is  in  the 

•  Pag.  60.  t  Socrat.  E.  H.  1.  2.  c.  10.  p.  73.  Hi'cron. 
Dill  Concr.  Lucif.  p.  |oo.  Hf.  Sa  Arian  Cntds*  Athanaf. 

p.  7j8.    Socrat.  1.  !•  c.  8. 19.  |o.   Sozona.  1.  3.  c.  11. 
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point  of  the  Son's  Eternity,  (/.6i.)  But  I  have 
iliown  you  that  He  does  not  fo  much  as  go  be- 
yond ^r/W  Himfclf,  in  that  Point:  Befides  that 
the  *  Ancient  Arians  condemn'd  thofc  that 
ihouJd  preftimc  to  (ay,  that  there  was  a  Time 
when  the  Son  was  not,  equivocating  upon  the 
word,  Time.  Both  your  Inftanccs,  you  fee, 
fail  you,  being  neither  of  them  fufficient  to  the 
purpofe. 

But,  to  fet  this  Matter  in  a  fomewhat  clearer 
Light,  it  may  not  be  improper,  in  this  Place, 
to  exhibit  a  Draught  or  Rcprefentation  of  the 
Arian  Tenets  or  Principles ;  by  which  it  will 
appear  what  Artanifm  really  is,  when  purfued 
in  its  remoteft  Coniequences ;  and  what  the 
Difference  is  between  Thofe  who  only  admit 
fome  part  of  it  (as  the  Dodor  and  your  Self) 
and  Thole  who  receive  the  whole. 

^  Tofhtions  of  fome^  or  other  of  the  Arians, 
/;/  reffeB  of  the  Son. 

I.  Not  "^Confubjlantial  with  God  the  Father. 

X.  Not  ^  Co-eternal,  however  begotten  be- 
fore all  Ages,  or  without  any  known  Limitation 
of  Time. 

3.  Of  a  diftindi  inferior  Nature,  however 
otherwife  perfectly  like  the  Father, 

a  Stt  Arian  CrttJs*  Athanaf.  p.  738.  Socrat.  1,  a*  c.  i8,  19. 
Soxom-  1.  3.  c.  II. 

b  Athanaf.  p.  a8i*  398*  718.  Sozom.  !•  t*  c.  i|>.  TheocL 
iiarret.  Fab.  1.  4.  c  This  was  agreed  to  urumimoufy. 

d  This  Point  diffuted  by  the  Pfathyrians.  Thcod.  Hxrct.  Fab.  I.4. 
c.  4.  p.  x^%. 

4.  Not 
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4.  Not  ftrl^ly  and  ejfential^  God,  but  par- 
taking of  the  Father's  Divinity. 

y.  A  Creature  of  the  Father's,  however 
unlike  to  the  reft  of  the  Creatures,  or  Superior 
to  Them. 

6.  *  Not  like  the  Father ;  but  in  Nature  and 
Subftance,  like  other  Creatures. 

7.  I  Made  in  Time ;  there  having  been  a  Time 
when  He  was  not,  made  from  Nothing. 

8.  \  Far  inferior  to  the  Father  in  Know- 
ledge, Power,  and  Perfcdtions. 

9.  Mutable  in  his  Nature,  as  a  Creature, 
tho'  unchangeable  by  Decree. 

10.  dependent  on  the  good  Pleafure  of  the 
Father,  for  his  part,  prefent,  and  future  Being. 

11.  Not  knowing  the  Father  perfedly,  nor 
Himlelf  His  Knowledge  being  that  of  a  Crea- 
ture, and  therefore  finite. 

IX.  Made  a  little  before  the  World  was 
fnade\  and  for  the  fake  of  Thofe  that  ihould  be 
alter  Him. 

Thefe  are  the  ^r/^»  Principles  brought  down 
as  low,  as  they  can  well  go.  Arius,  the  Au- 
thor and  Founder  of  the  SeiJl,  Icems  to  have 
gone  through  all  thofe  Steps,  at  the  firft  :  And 
indeed,  all  of  them,  except  the  laft.  hang  toge- 
ther; and  are  but  the  necefTary  Conlequences 

^  Thu  dmhd  iy  all  ^  ikoft  imlkd  Anomaeans. 
f  This  dtniHt^  in  Wbrdt^  In 

^  Sew  hold  9nwgh  to  maintiun  exprefly  ihii»  or  tmy  thi  follow- 
sM^  fropofitkm, 

0.3 
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of  each  other.  Thofe  that  (lop'd  in  the  mid- 
way, or  fooDer*  might  be  more  pious  aod  mo- 
deft  ;  but  lets  Gonfiflent  Men.  A  little  Expe- 
rience convinced,  as  well  Arius  Himlelf,  as 
his  Followers,  that  thofe  Pofitions,  all  together, 
were  too  grating  upon,  and  too  ihocking  to 
every  pious  Chriftian  at  that  Time.  And  there- 
fore (without  confidering  how  one  depended 
on  another;  or  how  a  Principle  could  be  main- 
tain'd,  and  yet  its  plain,  neceflary  Confequences 
di(bwn*d)  they  immediately  went  to  work,  to 
cut  off  what  Ihould  appear  mod  oflenfive,  and 
retain  only  what  might  found  tolerably ;  efpe- 
daily  when  worded  in  ambiguous^  pr  Catholick 
Terms. 

The  nine  laft  Particulars  were,  for  fome  time, 
and  by  the  Brians  in  general,  waved,  drop'd, 
not  infifted  on  (as  being  too  grofs  to  take) 
or  elle  artfully  infmuated  only,  under  fpeci- 
ous  and  plaufible  Expreffions.  The  firft  They 
all  own'd,  and  infifted  the  moft  upon ;  having 
many  Pretences  to  urge  againft  Confubjianti- 
ality.  either  Name,  or  Thing.  The  fecond 
and  third  They  divided  upon,  as  to  the 
way  of  ExprefTion ;  fbme  fpeaking  their  Minds 
plainly,  others  with  more  referve;  not  fo 
much  denying  the  Co-eternity^  as  forbearing 
to  affirm  it.  This  was  the  method  which  the 
Arians  took  to  propagate  their  Herefy.  We 
need  not  wonder  if  They  were  often  forced 
to  make  ufe  of  CoUuficns,  Equivocations,  and 
double  Entcndres.    For,  being  obliged,  for 

fear 
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jfear  of  Ofience,  to  ufe  Catholick  Words,  tho* 
without  a  Catholick  meaning;  and  to  maintain 
their  main  Principle,  without  (eeming  to  main- 
tain its  neceflary  Confequences ;  (nay,  feeming 
to  deny  and  rejed:  them)  it  could  not  be  other- 
wife.  And  not  only  the  Catholicks  frequently 
complain  of  thofe  fmooth  Gentlemen,  but  fome 
CFcn  of  their  *  own  Party  could  not  endure  fiich 
Shuffling;  thinking  it  became  honeft  and  fin* 
cere  Men,  either  to  fpeak  out,  or  to  fty  no- 
thing. Of  this  kind  were  Aetius,  and  Euno- 
mius,  with  their  Followers,  called  Anomaans 
and  Exoucontii^  being  indeed  no  other,  in  re- 
Ipeft  to  the  Son's  Divinity,  than  fuch  as  Arius 
was  at  (irft ;  and  fpeaking  almofl:  as  plainly  and 
bluntly  as  He  did.  Afrcr  the  Di%uiles  and 
Softenings,  and  Colourings  had  been  carried 
on  (b  long,  till  all  Men  of  Senfe  faw  plainly 
that  it  was  high  time  to  leave  off  trifling,  and 
to  come  from  Words  to  Things;  and  that 
there  was  no  Medium,  bur  either  to  fettle 
into  Orthodoxy,  or  to  fit  down  with  the 
pure  Arians  and  Anomaans^  ( if  they  would 
determine  any  Thing,  and  be  finctre  and  con- 
fiftent  Men)  fome  chofe  the  former,  and 
fome  the  latter,  according  as  they  more  in- 
clined to  one  way,  or  the  other.  There  is 
certainly  no  Medium  betwixt  Orthodoxy  and 
Ariantfin  (for  f  Semi-Arianijm,  if  lb  under- 

•  Sec  Epiphan.  Hxref^  76.  p.  916. 

f  SimhArisnmSf  tn  Stm-DitiSt  £r  Semi-CriMtura  pcrinde  noonftra 
Be  portenta  funt,  quse  Saoi  &  Pii  Omiies  maito  exhorrent.  BmIL 
R  F.  p.  184, 
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flood,  is  perfcd:  Non  lenfe  and  Contradi<%too) 
there  being  qo  Medium  between  God  and  Creih 
ture,  between  IJnmade  and  Made.  Men  may 
conceal  their  Sentiments,  fuppreis  Confequences, 
and  fpeak  their  Minds  but  by  Halves ;  and  Ip 
one  Avian  may  be  more  cautious,  or  more  art- 
ful than  Another:  But,  in  truth  ^nd  reality, 
every  Mao  that  difowns  the  Confubjiantiality, 
yightly  underftood,  is  as  much  an  Arian^  as 
Emomius,  or  Aetius,  or  any  of  the  Antient 
Arians  were ;  or  evep  as  Arius  Himfclf,  ex- 
cepting only  fome  few  Particulars,  which  were 
pot  his  (landing  and  fettled  Opinions. 

In  fine,  there  is  but  one  middle  way  to  take 
J)etween  the  Orthodox  and  the  Arians^  and 
That  is,  to  avoid  determining  on  either  fide ;  to 
leave  the  point  /;/  medio^  and  to  fufpend  aflent 
to  either ;  to  believe  as  much,  and  as  high,  as 
any  of  the  Arians  did ;  and  as  to  the  reft,  nei- 
ther to  believe,  nor  disbeheve  it.  But  this 
is  not  the  cafe,  either  with  the  Dodor,  or  your 
Self  You  have  declared  againft  the  ConJUb- 
Jlantiality,  and  the  proper  divinity  of  Chrift, 
4S  well  as  Co-eternity :  And  are  therefore  lb 
far  from  refining  upon,  that  you  really  come 
Ihort  of  many  of  the  Antient  Arians  tho',  to 
(do  you  joflice,  you  are  the  more  confiftenc 
with  your  felves  for  it.  I  haye  pow  iufHci* 
cntly  vindicated  every  part  of  the  Suery\ 
liaving  fhown  that  the  E^uivotaticn,  in  relped: 
pf  the  Son's  Eternity,  is  juftly  chargeable  up- 
on the  Podlorj  and  that  Ho  has  not 
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lenred  a  neutrality  in  this  dilputc ;  nor  carried 
:be  point  higher  than  the  Antient  Avians ;  but 
has  really,  and  fully  given  into  their  Senti- 
ments; and  therein  determined  againfl:  the  Ci9^* 
tbolick  Church.  The  uie  which  I  make  of 
this,  at  prefent,  is  to  obierve  to  the  Reader: 
I.  That  the  Doctor  has  not  invented  any  new, 
or  more  excellent  Scheme  than  was  thought  of^ 
confider'd^  and  condemn^d^  near  1400  Years 
ago,  by  a  very  wife,  numerous,  and  unbyafs'd 
Council.  1.  That  He  cannot  juftly  cite  any 
Catholick  Toft'Nicene  Writer,  (nor  perhaps 
Ante-Nicene)  as  certainly  fevouring  his  main 
Podlrine.  3^  That  his  attempt  to  reconcile  the 
Nicene  and  Athanajian  Creeds  to  Arianijm^ 
form'd  in  dired:  Oppoficion  to  it,  is  endeavoring 
to  bring  Light  and  Darknefs,  and  the  mod  irre* 
copcilablelnconfidenciesto  meet  together.  This 
for  the  preient:  The  future  ule  I  ihall  make 
of  it,  is  to  come  dire<JMy  to  the  point  in  Que- 
flion:  for  when  it  is  certainly  known  what 
the  drift  defign  and  meaning  of  an  Autl^or 
is,  much  Pains  may  be  fpared,  and  a  Difpute 
ihortned. 

1  hardly  know  whether  ftrid:  method 
would  permit  me  to  take  notice  of  the  lat- 
ter part  of  your  Reply,  (contained  in  Pages 
(Ji,  63,  64.)  it  is  fo  wide  and  foreign.  You 
mufl  have  had  a  great  mind  to  fay  fome- 
thing  of  eternal  Generation:  Otherwife  you 
would  never  have  introduced  it  in  a  place  fo 
improper.    Th<  preteQ<»  is,  that  we  equi- 
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vocate  in  t^Skmg  of  eternal  GeDeration;  and 
therefore  it  is  proper  to  retort  it  upon  us, 
in  anfwer  to  a  charge  of  Equivocation.  Bat 
wherein  do  we  equivocate,  or  do  any  thing 
like  it?  Is  it  in  the  word,  Et email  But  we 
undoubtedly  mean  it  in  the  Arid  and  proper 
Senie.  Is  it  in  the  word,  Generation!  That  is  a 
word  of  Latitude,  capable  of  more  Senfes  than 
one.  We  ufe  it  in  the  Senfe,  which  has  pre- 
vailed in  the  Church  15:00  Years ;  and  in  a  pro- 
per Senfe.  according  to  the  Rule  of  Tertu/lian, 


the  Impropriety,  or  Equivocation  in  the  word, 
Generation^  as  uied  by  us  ?  True,  it  is  not 
the  fame  with  Human  Generation.  But  who 
will  pretend  that  Human  is  to  be  the  mea- 
fure  and  ftandard  of  all  Generation!  Ge- 
neration, you  fay.  implies  Beginnings  and 
yet  we  call  it  Eternal.  Admit  that  it  did 
f6\  yet  till  That  can  be  made  appear,  we 
may  be  very  Jincere  in  calling  it  Eternal^  in- 
tending no  Equivocation:  You  have  not 
proved  that  all  Generation  implies  Beginning; 
and  what  is  more,  cannot.  You  endeavor  to 
make  the  notion  of  it  abfiird :  But,  unle(s  you 
can  demonftrate  theabfurdity  of  it,  how  will  you 
charge  us  with  Equivocation^  which  was  the 
Point  ?  All  you  have  to  fay  turns  only  upon 

i  yitmM  •utif,  lui^i^  #3^  mitH  f^^f*    Cyril  Catcch.  ii.  p.  145^ 

your 


And  where  then  is 


QaXV.      ef  fame  QVEKIES.  1x7 

ycHir  imfi:on(tru(!^OQ  of,  I  ihould/iay  Equivo^ 
cation  in,  the  word  Individuah^  which,  yoa 
maft  needs  know,  we  onderftand  not  in  yout 
Senfe  of  it;  unleis  we  are  weak  enough  to  iup^ 
po(e  Father  and  Son  to  be  one  Terfon.  Yon 
make  another  Argument,  by  equivocating  in 
the  word,  Trodubion ;  which  if  we  ufe  at  all, 
we  always  take  care  to  explain  to  a  good 
Senie ;  and  never  once  imagine,  that  the  eter^ 
nal  Generation  is  a  temporal  Prodw^on.  Yoa 
are  very  unhappy,  to  equivocate  ail  the  way, 
while  you  are  retorting  the  charge  of  Equivo-^ 
cation ;  befides  that,  could  you  have  retorted 
it  in  a  handibmer  manner,  it  would  not  have 
been  pertinent,  becaufe  it  comes  out  of  Place. 
For»  your  proper  part  here,  is,  not  fo  much  to 
objeiS:  againft  our  Scheme,  as  to  defend  your 
own:  Pleafe  to  clear  your  own  Hyfothejls 
firft ;  and  then  we  may  hear  what  you  can  (ay 
againft  ours.  The  Church  of  Chrift  has  been 
in  pofleffion  of  the  prelenr  prevailing Dodrines, 
at  leaft,  for  1400  Years:  It  concerns  us, before 
we  part  with  them,  to  fee  that  we  may  have 
fomethiog  better  in  their  ftead.  What  if  the 
Catholick  Dod:rine  has  ibme  Difficulties  ?  Has 
AriMifm  none  ?  Or  muft  we  change  the  for- 
mer for  the  latter?  No,  let  us  firft  confider 
whether  Ariantfm  has  not  more  and  greater ; 
and  then  perhaps  we  may  lee  reafon  enough 
to  keep  as  we  are.  > 

It  is  an  ulual  Thing  with  many  ( Moralifts 
may  account  for  it)  when  they  meet  with 

a  dvf- 
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a  difficalty  which  They  cannot  readily  aofwer, 
feSHoediately  to  conclude  that  the  Dodrtne  is 
Falfc;  and  to  run  diredly  into  the  oppoiite 
Perfwafion.-  not  confidering  that  They  may 
Vieetwith  much  more  weighty  Objetaions  there, 
than  before ;  or  that  They  may  have  reafon  luf- 
ficient  to  iliaintain  and  believe  many  Things  in 
%^hilof0^hy  or  Divinity,  tho*  They  cannot  an- 
Iwcr  every  (^eftion  which  may  be  darted,  or 
every  Difficulty  which  may  be  raifed  againft  them. 
As  to  the  Point  we  are  upon ;  while  fome  are 
confidering  only  the  Obje^ions  againft  the  Do- 
drine  of  the  BiefTed  Trinity  (how  Three  can  be 
One\  how  the  Son  could  be  generated how 
^erfan  and  Being  can  be  different;  and  the 
like)  they  imagine  prcfently,  that  the  World,  in 
a  manner,  has  been  hitherto  miferably  miftaken ; 
and  that  They  are  the  happy  Men,  who  fee 
dearly  how^  and  why.  Let  but  the  very  fame 
Men  have  patience  a  while,  and  not  imbark  in 
the  oppofite  Caufe,  till  They  are  able  to  find 
out  a  truer  and  a  jufter  Scheme,  and  to  clear  it 
of  all  confiderable  Difficulties ;  I  fay,  let  Them 
but  do  thus,  and  then,  I  am  perfwaded,  They 
will  be  much  lefe  fanguine  in  their  puHuit  of 
Novelties.  In  the  prefent  Controverfy,  there 
are  three  Schemes,  which  I  may  call  Catholicity 
Sabettian,  and  Arian:  One  of  the  Three 
awjflf,  in  the  main,  be  true.  The  way  to  know 
which,  is,  to  weigh  and  oonfidcr  the  Difficul- 
ties attending  each  rcfpcdively ;  and  to  ballance 
ibem  one  againft  another.   The  Advocates  of 

the 


Qu  XVI.      offime  (QUERIES. 

the  Two  latter  have  performed  realonably  weU^ 
in  the  offenfiue  part ;  and  elpecially  agaiuft  each 
other:  But  have  neither  of  them  yet  been  abl^ 
to  defend  tolerably  their  relpedive  Schemes  j 
nor,  I  fuppofe,  ever  will  be.    Bat  I  proceed. 

Divine  Worfhip  due 


To  the  one  God. 

Thou  /halt  have  no 
other  Gods  before  me^ 
Exod.  xo.  3. 

Thou  Jhalt  worjhif 
the  Lord  thy  God^  and 
Him  only  Jhalt  thou 
ferve^  Matt.  4.  10. 


To  Chrift. 

They  worJhifdHim^ 
Luk.  24.  25-.  Let  all 
the  Angels  of  God  wor^ 
Jhif  Fiirn,  Heb.  1.6. 

That  allMenJhould 
honour  the  Sony  even 
as  they  honour  the  Fa^ 
ther^  Job.  5'.  zj- 


Q^U  E  R  Y  XVI. 

Whether  by  thefe  (of  the  firft  Column^  and 
the  like  Texts  ^  Adoration  and  PForjhif  be 
not  Jo  afprafriated  to  the  one  God,  as  to 
belong  to  Him  only  ? 

THIS  is  a  very  material  Enquiry,  relating 
to  the  obje(A  of  Religious  Worihip;  than 
which  noticing  can  be  of  greater  Concernment. 
Here  therefore,  if  any  where,  we  might  expeA 
^nd  demand  of  You  a  very  fiill,  clear,  and  iatis- 
fadlory  Anfwer.  I  ihall  examine  your  Aniwer, 
in  due  time  and  place.    But,  firflv  it  will  be 

proper 
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proper  to  fhow  whatReafbns  we  have  to  thinks 
that  all  religious  Worfliip  is  appropriated  to 
God  only.  I  ihall  enquire  into  the  Senfe  of 
Scripture,  in  this  Article ;  and  next  proceed  to 
the  Judgment  and  Pradice  of  the  Antienr 
Church,  the  befl:  Comment  upon  Scripture. 

Exod.  20.  V.  3.  hath  been  already  produced. 
The  Words  are»  Thou  Jhalt  have  no  other  Gods 
before  (or  befides)  me.  Which  is  farther  ex- 
plained, V.  f .  (the  reaibn  being  the  (aoie^  both 
with  refped:  to  Images  and  fkife  Gods)  Thon 
Jhalt  not  bow  down  to  Them^  nor  Jerve  Tbewf^. 
All  Ads  of  Religious  Worffaip  are  forbid- 
den to  be  offered  to  any  other  Beings  bc- 
fides  the  one  Supreme  God :  to  Him  they  are 
appropriated,  to  Him  only.  So  l^eut.  5.  13. 
T'hou  Jhalt  fear  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  Jerve 
Him:  And  again  ©e^^r.  10.  xo.  Thou  Jhalt  fear 
the  Lord  thy  God\  Him  Jhalt  thou  Jerve. 
which  is  quoted,  and  explained  .by  our  Blefled 
Lord  Himfelf,  in  thefe  Words :  Thou  Jhalt  wor- 
Jhip  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  Him  only  Jhalt 
thou  Jerve,  Matt.  4.  10.  This  was  faid  in  an- 
Iwer  to  Satan,  who  did  not  pretend  to  be  Su- 
preme, nor  defire  to  be  acknowledged  as  foch. 
(  See  Luk^  4.  6.)  all  He  required  was,  that  a 
ibicmn  outward  Ad  of  Adoration  and  Worfhip 
fhould  be  paid  Him:  And  the  rea(bn  given 
for  reftifing  it,  is  not  that  He  was  a  bad  Spirit^ 
an  Enemy  to  God ;  or  that  God  had  not  com^ 
manded  that  He  Ihould  be  worlhip'd ;  but  the 

^  St9  alfi  Exod.  22.  20.— 34.  14.  Dan.  3.  28. 
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reaibn  is  generalt  that  none  are  to  be  worlhip'd 
but  God  only.    And  that  thefe  and  the  like 
Texts  were  intended  to  exclude  all  Beings,  be* 
fide  the  one  Supreme  God»  from  being  wor- 
fliipVl,  either  at  that  Time,  or  at  any  Time 
sfter^  appears,  not  only  from  the  reaibn  of 
the  Thing,  but  from  plain  Scripture.  Before 
me  was  there  no  God  fbmfd^  neither  Jhall 
there  he  after  me.  If.  43. 10.   If  there  arije 
among  jou  a  Trofhet,  or  a  dreamer  of 
Dreams^  and  giveth  Thee  a  fgn  or  wonder^ 
and  the  fign  or  wonder  come  to  fafs,  where- 
of He  Jpake  unto  Thee^  fayi^p  Let  us  go  after 
other  Gods  {which  thou  hajt  not  known)  and 
let  us  ferve  Them,  Thou  JhaU  not  hearken,  &c 
Deur.  13.  I,  X,  3.    The  Worlhip  of  the  lame 
one  God,  exclufive  of  all  others,  is  by  this  for 
ever  made  unchangeable:  Miracles  could  not 
be  ii^cient  to  give  credit  to  any  one,  who 
ihonld  pretend  to  introduce  another  obje<%  of 
Worihip;  or  to  fet  up  another  God,  befide  the 
one  Supreme  God.    All  Creatures  whatever  are 
hereby  effet^ually  precluded  from  receiving  any 
religious  Homage  and  Adoration.    This  is  con- 
firmed by  Si.Taul  {Rom.  i.  21.        who  cen- 
fures  thole  that  knew  God,  (that  is,  acknow^ 
kdg^  one  Supreme  God )  and  yet  glorified 
Him  not  as  tiod,  becauie  they  ferve d  the 
Creature  more  than  (or  befides)  the  Creator, 
who  is  blejfed  for  ever.    Wherein  the  ApofUe 
inly  intimates,  that  the  Creator  only  is  to 
Jerved\  and  that  the  Idolatry  of  the  Hea- 
thens 
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chens  lay  ia  their  worfhipping  of  the  Crea- 
ture. He  does  not  blame  Them  for  giving 
Jbveraign^  or  abfolute  Worlhip  to  the  Crea* 
tures  ( They  eould  hardly  be  lb  filly  i  as  to 
imagine  there  could  be  more  than  one  Supreme 
God)  but  for  giving  any  werjhip  at  all,  Sove- 
laign  or  Inferior*  Ablblute  or  Relative,  to  any 
Thing  but  the  Creator.  To  the  lame  purpolc, 
QaL  4  8.  He  condemns  thofc  who  did  fervice 
unto  Them,  which  by  nature  were  no  Gods, 
Which  Texts  I  lhall  take  care  to  explain  parti- 
cularly, in  another  Place.  All  this  is  con* 
firm'd  and  illuftrated  by  the  Angel,  {Rev^ 
19,  10.  —  ^'2,.  9, )  who  refilled  to  receive  fo 
much  as  the  outward  Ad:  of  Adoration ;  giving 
this  Rule  and  Maxim  upoh  it,  Worflnf  God: 
intimating  thereby,  that  God  only  is  to  be  wor- 
Jhi/d\  that  all  Ads  of  religious  Worlhip  are 
appropriated  to  God  only.  He  does  not  fay, 
worlhip  God  and  whom  God  Jhall  appoint  to 
be  worjhifd ;  as  if  He  had  appointed  any  be- 
iides  God :  nor  worlhip  God  with  foveraign 
Worlliip;  as  if  any  inferior  Ibrt  of  Worlhip 
was  permitted  to  be  paid  to  Creatures;  but 
fimply,  plainly,  and  briefly,  Worjhip  Godi 
To  this  1  may  add,  that  theRcalbns  which  God 
infills  upon  and  inculcates,  in 'the  Old  Tefta^ 
mcnr,  why  He,  and  He  alone,  in  oppofition 
to  ail  others,  is  to  be  worjhifd,  are  liich  as 
exclude  all  Creatures.  His  being  Jehovah  i 
*  Creator,  Suftainer,  Preferver  of  all  Things,* 

♦  Set  If.  4c.  If.  45.  f,  6,  7.  2  Kings  19.  if.  Jcr,  10.  lO,  ii»  i** 
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having  no  God  before  Him  nor  after  Him,  and 
the  like. 

This  is  the  Saipture  Account  of  the  Objed: 
of  Worfliip:  There  is  neither  Rule  nor  Example 
in  it,  ibr  the  worfhipping  any  Creature  whatever ; 
but  all  the  Texts,  relating  to  this  Matter,  are 
full,  ftrong,  and  clear  for  the  Worfhip  of  God 
only-  Now,  whatever  Realbns  Human  Wit 
dom  may  invent  for  the  worihipping  of  Crea- 
tures, befides  the  Creator  (as  Celfus  and  Tor- 
fbyrie  of  Old,  and  the  Romanijls  of  later 
Times,  have  pretended  )  thofe  are  never  to  be 
iet  againft  a  clear  and  plain  Law ;  or  oppofed 
to  the  unerring  Wifclom  of  God,  who  beft 
knows  to  whom  Worihip  is  proper  to  be  paid» 
and  to  whom  nor. 

I  fhall  not  here  aigue  the  Point  from  the 
Nature  of  the  Thing  it  felf  I  will  fuppofe 
(  without  granting  )  that  Creatures  may  be  wife 
enough  ro  know,  ready  enoc^h  to  hear,  and 
able  to  relieve  our  wants,  at  any  Diftance.  I 
will  fiippo/e  al/b,  that  one  Creature  may  be  ap- 
pointed to  bear  Rule  and  to  have  Dominion  over 
many ;  as  ibme  have  thought  particular  Angels 
to  prefide  over  fuch  and  (uch  Kingdoms  or 
Countries.  I  will  fuppofe  likewife,  that  it  may 
feem  to  Human  Wildom  very  fit  and  proper, 
that  fuch  Creatures  as  can  aflifl,  or  have  the 
charge  of  others,  ihould  be  refpeded,  worjhifd^ 
and  adored  by  Them.  I  will  fuppoie  al(b,  that 
.we  may  be  fb  ignorant  as  not  to  perceive  any 
great  harm,  in  thcfe  Suppofitions,  from  theNa- 
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tore  of  the  thing,  barely  and  fiagly  confider'd. 
But  God's  Thoughts  are  not  ourThougbts:  He 
has  been  pleas'd  to  enter  an  exprefe  C>z^4i^  and 
Prohibition  in  the  Cafe;  and  has,  no  doubt, 
good  reafon  for  it.    PoffiUy ,  He  may 
prehend  it  to  be  more  for  his  own  Glory ,  and 
toore  for  our  Good,  that  our  whole  WorAip 
and  Service  be  paid  to  Him,  than  a  fart 
only.    Poflibly,  He  may  know  (foch  is  Hu- 
man Infirmity)  that  if  any  part,  or  kind*  or 
•degree  of  Religious  Worlbip  was  permitted  to 
ht  given  to  Creatures^  it  might  infenfibly 
alienate  our  Minds  from  the  Creator ;  or  t& 
t>ut  all  our  Reverence  and  Refpcd  for<jod.  Or, 
it  may  be,  that  while  our  Acknowledgments 
are  order'd  to  be  paid  to  Him,  and  to  Him 
lahne^  we  may  thereby  be  induced  to  live  more 
-in  dependence  on  Him ;  became  more  imme- 
'diately  united  to  Him;  and  have  the  greater 
love  and  efteem  for  Him.    He  will  not,  per- 
<haps,  leave  his  Favors  in  the  Hands  or  in  the 
diipoial  of  his  Creatures,  led  we  fhould  forget 
whom  we  are  principally  obliged  to;  or  left  we 
ihould  imagine  that  He  is  not  always  every 
where  prefent,  to  hear  all  our  Petitions,  and  to 
anfwer  them,  according  to  his  own  good  Plea- 
iure.    Thefe,  or  a  Thouiand  better  Realbns,  in- 
finite Wifdom  may  have  for  appropriating  all 
Ads  of  Religious  Worfhip  to  God.    It  is  (uf- 
ficient  for  us  to  know  that  He  has  done  it:  and 
of  this  Holy-Scripture  has  given  abundant  Proof, 
as  we  have  before  ieen. 

Now, 
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Now,  I  come  to  conHder  what  you  have  to 
excq>t  againft  fo  clear  a  Truth.  All  is  com- 
prized in  one  fhort  Sentence ;  one  remarkable 
Dfftindion.  Abfolute  Supreme  Honour  is 
ftainly  affrofriatei  to  the  Terfon  of  the  Fa- 
ther only  (by  Exod.xo.  3.  Matt. 4.  10.)  as  the 
abfolute  Supreme  Being,  or  the  one  God,  (p.  94.) 
From  which  I  am  to  infer,  that  relative  in- 
ferior Worfhip  may  be  paid  to  the  Creatures^ 
ootwithftanding  what  has  been  urged,  from  the 
whole  Tenor  of  Scripture  and  Antiquity,  to 
the  Contrary.  This  is  the  famed  DiftinSfion^ 
pleaded  by  the  Heathens  of  Old,  for  Tagan ; 
by  the  Romanijfs  of  late,  for  Topifh ;  and  by 
You,  for  Arian  Idolatry.  I  lhall  endeavor 
to  convince  you  how  little  there  is,  either  of 
Truth,  or  Probability,  in  this  fb  celebrated 
T^ifiinBion\  and  then  put  an  End  to  the  Argu- 
ment of  this  ^ery.  ' 

You  fct  out  unfortunately  under  a  miftake, 
as  if  We  were  inquiring  about  Refpedt  and 
Efteem,  when  the  Queftion  is  intirely  about 
A6fs  of  Religious  Worfhip.  My  Words  were 
fVorjhip  and  Adoration:  Inftead  thereof,  you 
put  Honour,  an  ambiguous  Word  ;  and  fb  flip 
over  the  Difficulty,  which  you  was  pinch'd 
with ;  and  infenfibly  lead  your  Reader  off  from 
the  Point  it  concerned  you  to  fpcak  to,  Pleafe 
to  remember  that  we  arc  difputing  about  ASls 
of  Worfhip,  Religious  Vfoxih\i^.  Let  us  keep 
to  the  Terms  we  began  with;  Icfl:,  by  the 
changing  of  Words,  wc  make  a  change  of  Ideas, 
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and  alter  the  very  (late  of  the  Queftion.  This 
being  premised,  now  I  come  directly  to  the 
Point  in  Hand.  Your  pretence  is»  that  ulth 
mate,  abfolute^  fufreme ,  fiver aign  Worlhip 
is  due  to  the  Father  only ;  Mediate^  relative^ 
inferior^  petty  Worlhip  may  be  paid  to  Crea- 
tures: The  outward  AcSs  and  Circumftances 
fuppofed  alike  in  Both,  ib  far  as  to  make 
Them  Religious^  not  Civil  Worlhip.  Your 
confidering  the  Father  as  Supreme^  and  your 
intending  Him  the  highefi  K^^^tOt  imaginable, 
are  to  make  His  Worjhip  become  fupreme^ 
abfilute^  fiver  aign  Wormip:  But  your  cm- 
fidering  another  Being  as  inferior^  dependent^ 
and  a  Creature  only,  and  your  intending  Him 
no  more  than  a  proportionate  Relped,  are  to 
make  the  Worfhip  of  Him  become  inferior, 
relative,  petty  Worlhip.  Worlhip  therefore 
is  to  take  its  Quality  from  the  Efteem  and  In- 
tention of  the  Worlhipper,  and  is  to  be  fup- 
pos*d  higher  and  lower  accordingly.  This,  I 
think,  is  your  real  and  full  Meaning,  in  as 
few  and  as  plain  Words,  as  I  am  capable  of 
ExprelHng  it.  In  anfwer  to  it,  I  obierve  as 
follows. 

I.  I  can  meet  with  nothing  in  Scripture  to 
countenance  thofe  fine  lpun  Notions.  Tracer 
we  often  read  of ;  but  there  is  not  a  Syllable 
about  abfilute  and  relative,  fupreme  and  in- 
ferior Prayer.  We  are  commanded  to  pray 
Fervently  and  Inceffantly\  but  never  Save- 
raignly  or  Abfilutely,  that  I  know  of.  We 

have 
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have  no  Rales  left  Us  about  raifing  or  lowering 
oar  Intentions^  in  proportion  to  the  dignity  of 
thcO^ecfs.  Some  Inftrutftions,  to  this  purpofc, 
might  have  been  highly  uleful ;  and  it  is  very 
flrai^e,  that,  in  a  Matter  of  (b  great  Impor-' 
tance,  no  Directions  fhould  be  given,  either  in 
Scriprore,  or,  at  leaft,  in  Antiquity,  how  to 
relate  onr  Intentions  and  Meanings^  with 
Metaphyfical  Exadnefs;  ib  as  to  make  our 
Worfcip  cither  high,  higher^  ox  higheji  of  ail, 
as  occafion  fhould  require. 

%.  But  a  greater  Objedion  againft  this  Do- 
<%ine,  is,  that  the  whole  Tenor  of  Scripture 
runs  Counter  to  it.  This  may  be  underftood. 
in  part,  from  what  I  have  oblerved  above.  To 
make  it  yet  plainer,  I  lhall  take  into  Confidera- 
tion  fuch  KQts  and  Inftances  of  Worlhip,  as 
I  find  laid  down  in  Scripture ;  whether  under 
the  old  or  new  Difpeniation. 

Sacrifice  was  one  Inftance  of  Worfhip  re- 
quired under  the  Law ;  and  it  is  faid ;  He  that 
Sacrificeth  unto  any  God,  fave  unto  the  Lord 
onljy  He  Jhall  be  utterly  deftroyed,  Exod. 
xr.  lo.  Now  fuppofe  any  perfon,  confidering 
with  Himfelf  that  only  abfolute  and  foveraign 
Sacrifice  was  appropriated  to  God,  by  this 
Law,  fhould  have  gone  and  facrificed  to  other 
Gods,  and  have  been  conviifted  of  it  before  the 
Judges:  The  Apology  He  muft  have  made  for 
it,  I  fiippofe,  muft  have  run  thus.  **  Gentlemen, 

tho'  I  have  facrificed  to  other  Gods,  yet,  I 
"  hope,  yotfi  obicrve,  that  I  did  it  not  abjb- 

R  3  "  lutely: 
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lutoly:  I  meant  not  any  dbfolute  or  >fir- 
**  freme  Sacrifice  (which  is  all  that  the  Law 

forbids)  bur  relative  and  inferior  only.  I 

regulated  my  Intentions  with  all  imaginable 
**  care;  and  my  ejleem  with  the  moft  critical 

Exadnefs:  I  conjider'd  the  other  Gods, 
*'  w^hom  I  (acrificed  ro,  as  inferior  only,  and 

infinitely  fo;  reierving  all  Joveraign  Szcx}^' 

fice  to  the  fupreme  God  of  Ifrael.  This, 
or  the  like  Apology  muft,  I  preiume,  have 
brought  off  the  Criminal^  with  fome  applaufe 
for  his  Acutcnefs ,  if  your  Principles  be  true. 
Either  you  muft  allow  this;  or  you  muft  be 
content  to  lay,  that  not  only  abfblute  Jupreme 
Sacrifice  (if  there  be  any  Senfe  in  that  Ptirafe) 
but  all  Sacrifice  was,  by  the  Law.  apfrofriate 
to  God  only. 

Another  Inftance  of  Worfhip,  is  making  of 
Vo'ws,  religious  Vows.  We  find  as  little  Ap- 
pearance of  your  famed  Diftindion  here,  as  in 
the  former  cafe.  We  read  nothing  of  foveraign 
and  inferior^  abfolute  and  relative  Vows; 
that  we  fhould  Imagine  fufreme  Vows  to  be 
appropriate  to  God,  inferior  permitted  to 
Angels,  or  Idols^  or  to  any  Creature. 
'  Swearing  is  another  Inftance  much  of  the 
fame  kind  with  the  foregoing.  Swearing,  by 
Cods  Name^  is  a  plain  Thing,  and  well  under- 
flood :  But  if  you  tell  us  of  foveraign  and  in- 
ferior Swearing,  according  to  the  inward  Rc- 
iped  or  Intention  you  have,  in  Proportion  to 
ftiQ  Dignity  of  the  Perfop  by  wboft  Name  you 
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Swear»  it  muft  found  perfedly  new  to  us.  All 
Sweark^  which  comes  ihorc  in  its  Re(pcd:s.  or 
falb  below  Sov^raign,  will,  I  am  afraid,  be  lit* 
tie  better  than  Trojknefs. 

Such  being  the  Cafe  in  refped  of  the  Ads  of 
Religious  Worihip  already  mention*d,  I  am  now 
to  ask  you,  what  is  there  fb  peculiar  in  the 
Cafe  of  Inv$cation  and  Adoration^  that  They 
ihould  not  be  thought  of  the  fame  kind  with 
the  other  ?  Why  fhoold  not  abfolute  and  rela^ 
tive  Prayer  and  Proflration  appear  as  abfurd, 
as  ah/olutezsxd  relative Szcn&cc^  Vows,  Oaths, 
or  the  like  ?  They  are  Adte  and  Inftances  of 
religious  Worihip,  like  the  other ;  appropriated 
to  God  in  the  fame  Manner,  and  by  the  fame 
Laws,  and  upon  the  fame  Grounds  and  Rea« 
Tons.  Well  then,  will  you  pleafe  to  confider, 
whether  you  have  not  begun  at  the  wrong 
end,  and  committed  an  c/^igoy  rzsc^t^of  in  your 
way  of  thinking.  You  imagine  that  Ad:s  of 
religious  Worfhip  are  to  derive  their  Signi- 
fication and  Quality,  from  the  intention  and 
meaning  of  the  Worihippers ;  whereas  the  very 
reverie  of  it  is  the  Truth.  Their  Meaning 
and  Signification  is  fix'd  and  determin'd  by 
God  Himfelf;  and  therefore  we  are  never  to 
ufe  them  with  any  other  meaning,  under 
peril  of  Profanefs  or  Idolatry.  God  has  not 
left  us  at  Liberty  to  fix  what  Senfe  we  pleafe 
upon  religious  Worfhip,  to  render  it  high 
or  low,  abfolute  or  relative^  at  Difcretion; 
Jufreme  when  oflered  to  God,  and  if  to  others 

R  4  inferior  \ 
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inferior;  as  when  to  Angels^  or  Saints,  or 
Images,  io  fiiitable  Proportion.    No :  Religioa 
was  not  made  for  Metsphyjical  Heads  only; 
fuch  as  might  nicely  diftinguifh  the  (everal  De- 
grees  and  Elevations  of  Refped:  and  Honour 
among  many  Objeds.    The  Ihort  and  plain 
way,  which  (in  pity  to  Human  Infirmity  and 
to  prevent  Confofion)  it  has  pleafed  God  to 
take  with  us,  is  to  make  all  religious  Worfhip 
his  own ;  and  lb  it  is  foveraign  of  Courfe.  This 
I  take  to  be  the  true  Scriptural^  as  well  as 
only  reafonable  Account  of  the  Object  of  Wor- 
fhip.   We  need  not  concern  our  felves  (it  is 
but  vain  to  pretend  to  it)  about  determining 
the  Senfe  and  Meaning  of  religious  Worfhip. 
God  Himfelf  has  took  care  of  it ;  and  it  is 
already  fix'd  and  dctermin'd  to  our  Hands.  It 
means,  whether  we  will  or  no,  it  means,  by 
Divine  Inftitution  and  Appointment^  the  2)/- 
vinity,  the  Supremacy,  the  Soveraignty  of 
its  Objcd,    To  milapply  thole  Marks  of  Dig- 
nity, thole  appropriate  enfigns  of  divine  Ma- 
jelly  ;  to  compliment  any  Creature  with  them, 
and  thereby  to  make  common  what  God  has 
made  proper,  is  to  deify  the  Works  of  God's 
Hands,  and  to  ferve  the  Creature  inllead  of 
the  Creator,  God  blelTed  for  ever.    We  have 
no  occafion  to  talk  of  foveraign,  abfolute,  ulti- 
mate. Prayers,  and  fuch  other  odd  Fancies: 
Grayer  is  an  addrels  to  God,  and  does  not 
Ifidmit  of  thole  novel  Di(lin(^ions.    In  fhort 
^hen,  Herp  is  no  room  left  for  youir  diflin- 
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guifhing  between  fweratgn  and  inferitft 
Adoration.  You  muft  firft  prove,  what  you 
have  hitherto  prefamed  only  and  taken  for 
granted,  that  you  are  at  liberty  to  fix  what 
Meaning  and  Signification  you  pleafe  to  the 
A£ts  of  religious  Worfliip;  to  make  them 
high  or  low  at  Difcretion.  This  you  will  find 
a  very  difficult  undertaking.  Scripture  is  be- 
fore-hand with  you;  and,  to  fix  it  more,  the 
concurring  Judgment  of  the  earlieft  and  beft 
Chriftian  Writers.  All  religious  Worfliip  is 
hereby  determined  to  be,  what  you  call  abfi- 
lute  and  fiveraign.  Inferior  or  relative  Wor- 
Ihip  appears  now,  to  be  Contradidion  in 
Scnie,  as  it  is  novel  in  Sound ;  like  an  inferior 
or  relative  God.  To  what  hath  been  iaid, 
I  may  add  a  few  fiuther  Confiderations  fi-om 
Scripture.  The  Apofties  Barnabas  and  Taul^ 
when  the  *  Lycaonians  would  have  done  Sa- 
crifice unto  Them,  did  not  tell  Them  that 
Sacrifice  "^zs  of  equivocal  Mtzmn^i  and  that 
They  might  proceed  in  it,  provided  only  that 
They  would  rectify  their  intentions^  and  con^ 
fider  Them  as  Afofiks  only ;  but  They  forbad 
them  to  Sacrifice  to  Them  at  all.  The  Angela 
in  the  Revelations^  did  not  dired  St.  John  to 
confider  Him  only  as  an  Angela  and  then  to 
go  innocently  on,  in  his  lVorfl)ip  of  Him;  but 
He  ordered  Him  to  Worjhip  God.  Our  Bleflcd 
Lord  did  not  tell  the  Devil  that  all  external 
Worfliip  was  equivocal^  and  might  be  oflered 
to  Angels  or  Men,  provided  the  Intention  was 
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regulated,  and  refped:  pntportioffd^  bat  He  told 
HiiD  plainly  that  all  religious  Worfhip  was  ap- 
propriate to  God    In  fine,  nothing  is  more 
evident  than  that  the  Defign,  both  of  the 
Law  and  the  Gofpel,  was  to  eftabhfli  this  great 
Truths  and  to  Root  out  Creature-Worfioif. 
And  this  was,  as  Dr.  Cudworth  rightly  ob- 
ierves,  the  grand  Realbn  why  the  Antienc 
Fathers  lb  zealoufly  oppoled  Arianifin ;  be- 
cauie  that  Chriftianity,  which  was  intended 
by  God  Almighty  for  a  means  to  extirpate 
"  ^agan  Idolatry,  was  thereby  it  fclf  Toga- 
nized  and  IdoUtrixed ;  and  made  highly 
guilty  of  that  very  thing,  which  is  fb  mudi 
condemned  in  the  Pagans,  that  is.  Creature- 
Worjhip.    This  might  be  proved  by  iundry 
Teftimonies  of  Athanajius,  Bajil,  Gregory 
•*  Nyffen,  Gregory  Nazianzen,  Efifbanius, 
ChryfoJIom,   Hilary^  Ambrofe,  Aujiine, 
Faujiinus,  and  Cyril  of  Alexandria  %  All  of 
Them  charging  the  Arians.  as  guilty  of  the 
very  feme  Idolatry  with  the  Gentiles,  or 
Pagans,  in  giving  religious  fVorJhif,  even 
"  to  the  iVora  and  Son  of  God  Himielf  (and 
conlequently  to  our  Saviour  Chrift)  as  He  was 
fuppoled  by  Them  to  be  but  a  Creature^. 
But,  in  anfwer  perhaps  to  This,  it  may  be 
iaid,  by  fuch  as  run  Things  off  in  a  confufed 
manner  and  do  not  (lay  to  diftinguifh,  that 
certainly  there  is  a  wide  and  great  Difference 
between  giving  Honour  to  Heathen  Idols,  and 

*  Cudw.  lotell.  S7Q.  p.  6z8. 

doing 
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doing  it  to  oar  Saviour  Chrift,  tho*  a  Creature 
only.    No  doubt  but  there  is ;  and  God  forbid 
that  any  Chriftian  flicruld  lay,  or  think  other- 
wife.    But  that  is  not  the  point.  The  Worihip 
even  of  Saints  and  Angels  is  much  preferable 
to  Tagan  Worfhip.    But  ftili  They  arc  Both 
equdUy^  tho'  not  equally  culpable.  Idolatry  i 
and  are  Breaches  of  the  firft  Commandment, 
Whatever  love,  relped,  gratitude,  tSc.  may  be 
due  for  what  our  Lord  and  Saviour  has  wroq^ 
for  us,  if  He  be  ftiU  zCreature,  All  cannot  come 
up  to  JVorJhif,  whidi  is  appropriate  to  God 
alone.    Well,  but  it  may  be  farther  pleadedt 
that  here  is  God's  command  in  the  Cafe,  which 
makes  it  widely  different  from  any  of  the  for- 
mer.   Very  True,  there  is  lb;  and  we  fliall 
make  a  proper  ufe  of  that  hereafter :  But  the 
Queftion  is,  what  is  the  fundamental  Rule  of 
religious  Worihip  ?  Is  it  to  worjhip  God  only  ? 
Or  is  it  to  worfhip  God,  and  whomfiever  be- 
fides ^  God  Jhall  affoint  to  be  worjhifdl  They 
who  pretend  the  latter,  mud  fhow  Ibme  Foun- 
dation, if  They  can,  in  Scripture,  for  it.  Where  is 
it  intimated,  either  io  theOldorNewTeflament, 
that  Worfhip  fhould  be  paid  to  any  befides 
God?  Neither  the  Law  nor  the  Prophets » 
neither  Chrift  nor  His  Apollles  ever  intimated 
any  thing  like  it.    Our  Saviour  did  not  lay* 
worihip  God,  and  whomfiever  God  Jhall  order 
to  be  worjhifd\  nor  did  the  Angel,  in  the  Re- 
velations, infinuate  any  fiich  Thing :  St.  Taul 
pcver  cold  us  of  fervw^  the  Creator,  and 
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whom  the  Creator  fhould  nominate  befides ;  bat 
Creator  only.  The  like  may  be  oblcrved 
on  other  occafions,  where  this  might  have  been 
properly  intimated,  but  is  conftantly  omitted. 
Nothing  therefore  can  be  plainer  than  that  the 
ihndamental  Rule  for  Worihip  is,  that  God  an- 
^  h  to  be  worjhifd.  All  Worfhip,  inconfiftent 
with  this  primary  and  perpetual  Law,  moft,  of 
Coniequence,  appear  Idolatrous,  either  in  the 
Pka(9rice,  or  the  Principle:  And  it  is  thus  that 
the  Arians,  following  a  Serif  ture-Command 
iMit  not  upon  Seripture-Trincifles,  and  pradi- 
fing  a  Chrifiian  Duty  upon  a  Tagan  Founda- 
tion of  Creature 'Worjhif  and  Tolytheijm, 
Hand  charged  with  Idolatry. 

X.  To  confirm  us  farther  in  the  Truth  of  the 
Principles  here  afferted,  I  fliall  fubjoin  a  iecond 
Confideratioo,  drawn  from  the  Pradice  of  the 
primitive  Martyrs;  who  may  be  prefumed  to 
Itave  underdood  the  Principles  of  that  Religion, 
fcf  which  They  chearfuUy  laid  down  their  Lives. 
It  is  well  known  that  They  readily  fubmitted 
to  all  kinds  of  Torment,  and  to  Death  it  lelf, 
father  than  offer  Adoration,  Incenfe,  or  Saai- 
fice  to  the  Heathen  Deities.  Now,  if  Soveraign 
Worihip  be  all  that  is  appropriated  to  God;  and 
if  DO  Worfhip  be  Soveraign,  but  what  the  in- 
ward Intention^  and  (ecret  Efteem  of  the  Wor- 
ftipper  make  fb;  how  thoughtlefs  were  They, 
to  f  ef^d  even  unto  Blood,  for  fear  of  committing 
a  Sin,  which  it  was  not  pofTible  for  Them  to 
bave  beep  guilty  of^   They  could  never  have 

blonder'd 
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blaoder'd  fo  ^regioafly,  as  to  have  amfiief^d 
the  Heathen  Deities  (which  They  heartily  dc^ 
foiled)  as  Supreme  Gods;  or  to  have  int ended 
them  Saveraign  Worihip  j  and  therefore  could 
not  have  been  guilty  of  giving  them  that  fP'or* 
/hip  which  is  appropriate  to  God.    They  had 
fo  mean  and  defpicable  an  Opinion  of  the  Pif- 
gan  Deities,  that  if  the  QuaUt^  of  the  Worlhip 
is  to  be  eftimated  from  the  iecret  Efteem  aira 
Intention  of  the  JVorJhipper^  fuch  Adts  of  War* 
ihip  muft  have  dwindl^  into  no  Worlhip  ia 
reality;  hardly  amounting  to  fo  much  as  a^ 
empty  ceremonious  Compliment.    Where  theii 
was  the  Harm  of  Sacrificing  to  Idols  ?  What 
Law  had  condemned  it»  if  your  Principles 
be  true?  The  outward  Ad:  being  equivocal^ 
this  could  not  be  interpreted  Sacrifice^  foch 
as  God  had  forbid  to  be  oflerM  to  an^  but 
Himielf.    But  Thofe  primitive  Saints  were  un* 
acquainted  with  your  refined  Subcilries,  having 
learned  their  Logick  from  Scripture*  and  the 
plain  common  Senle  and  Reafbn  of  Mankind. 
They  knew  that  the  Signification  of  Worfhip 
and  Sacrifice  depended  not  on  their  arbitrary 
Efteem,  or  fecret  Intention ;  but  had  been  be- 
fore fix'd  and  determined  by  God.   To  oflfcr 
Sacrifice  to  the  Heathen  Deities,  was,  by  Con- 
^mO&on  and  Implication,  declaring  Them  to 
be  immutable^  eternal^  Jupreme^  and  ftridly 
divine.    They  could  not  be  guilty  of  foch  a 
folemn  Lie,  or  commit  fuch  barefac'd  Pro- 
lands  and  Idolatry.  They  would  not  proftituto 

the 
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the  Marks  and  Charadcrs  of  Divinity  to  Thofe 
who  were  iy  Nature  no  Gods ;  nor  girc  That 
to  Idols,  which  was  appropriated  to  God  only. 
This  was  their  manner  of  reafboing ;  and  this 
was  right ;  For,  indeed,  upon  the  other  Ify/o^ 
tbefis^  there  is  nothing  to  mean  or  low,  bat 
what  a  Man  might  pay  religious  Worfliip  to. 
For  Inftancc:  Pray  to  Angels,  but  conjider 
them  as  Angels^  with  proportionate  Refpcd, 
and  there  will  be  no  harm  in  it.  Worfhip  Saints 
departed,  but  intend  them  only  fuch  rtX^edt  as 
is  due  to  Saints^  and  all  is  right.  Fall  down 
before  a  Crucifix  with  humble  Proftrationt  but 
eonjider  it  as  a  Crucifix^  and  intend  little  or 
nothing  by  it,  and  all  is  weH.  Thele  fecm  to 
me  the  unavoidable  Confequences  of  this  femed 
Diftindion ,  and  thefe  are  the  ufes  which  have 
actually  been  made  of  it,  fince  Men  have 
learn'd  to  be  (ubtile,  indead  of  wife ;  and  have 
departed  from  the  fundamental  Maxim  of  re- 
vealed Religion,  that  God  alone  is  to  be  wor- 
fi)ifd  with  religious  fVorjhip.  The  Sum  of 
what  hath  been  laid,  on  this  important  Article, 
may  be  comprized  in  the  following  Particulars. 

I.  That,  under  the  Old  Teftament,  all  reli^ 
gious  Worfliip  was  declared  to  belong  to  God 
only;  and  upon  fuc^  Reafons  as  exclude  all 
Creature or Jhip\  Namely,  becaulc  He  is 
God,  Jehovah,  Eternal,  Immutable;  Creator, 
Preferver,  Suftainer  and  Governor  of  all 
Things. 

X.  That 
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%.  That  our  blcfled  Loid  made  no  AkerMiom 
in  this  Law;  but  explain'd  and  Goofinn'4  kx 
His  Apoftles,  after  Him,  iaaikated  the  lame 
Thii^  loog  after  our  Saviour's  £iealtati<m  and 
jifcenfion\  and  an  Angel  from  Heaven  rein- 
ibrc'd  it,  thereby  (Modalmtng  its  perpetual  Obli- 
gation. NoDidindioo  of  Worfiip,  mediate  and 
mitimate,  was  ev«r  mtmiatod;  nor  of  Inferior 
and  Strveraign :  But  all  religion  Wodhip  (up- 
poled  CO  have  one  Meaning,  one  Significancy^ 
ofitOhJeiSf,  vfe.  The  divine  Natnre;  whether 
fiibfift^  in  one  Peribn,  or  more. 

3.  Soch  being  the  Role  and  (landing  Law  for 
religious  Worlhip,  none  can  have  any  right, 
title,  or  claim  to  fForJhif^  but  in  Conformity 
to  the  fame  Rule. 

4.  If  the  Son  of  God  be  very  God,  Jehovah^ 
Creator,  Snftainer,  and  Treferver  of^l  Things; 
then  He  both  may,  and  ought  to  be  worfhip'd, 
in  conformity  to  the  Scripture-Rule^  and  upon 
Scripture-Principles :  But  if  He  be  a  Creature 
only,  the  woribip  of  Him  is  not  conftftent  with 
the  ftiodamental  Rule  both  of  the  Law  and  the 
Gofpel.  In  a  word ;  if  the  Son  of  God  is  to 
be  worjhifd.  He  is  not  a  Creature :  if  a  Crea- 
ture.  He  is  not  to  be  worjhifd. 

It  remains  now  only  to  inquire,  whether  the 
primitive  Church,  which  had  the  (ame  Scriptures 
that  we  havx  and  better  Opportunities  of  know- 
ing and  underftanding  Them,  made  the  (ame  or 
the  like  Concltt(ions  from  Them*  It  is  an  Ar- 
gument of  no  (mall  Importance ;  and  therefore 

I(haU 
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I  ihall  think  it  worth  the  while,  to  give  yoo^ 
brief  Summary  of  the  SeDtiments  of  the  earlie(^ 
Chriftian  Writers;  and  in  their  own  Wor^^ 
that  every  impartial  Reader  may  be  able  to 
jiicke  for  Himtelf 

.  juftin  Martyr^  giving  account  of  the  Chri- 
ftian Worlhip,  lays  plainly,  •*  *  We  worlhip 

God  alone ;  and.  None  but  God  ought  to  be 

woHhip'd. 

.   ^  Athenagoras^  in  like  manner,  (peaks  to  this 
effcd:  **  We  are  not  to  worlhip  the  World, 
but  the  Maker  of  it;  we  worlhip  not  the 
Towers  of  God,  but  their  Creator  and  Go- 
vernor. 

Theofhilus  lays,  I  will  Honour  the  King, 
•*  but  I  will  not  fForJhif  Him.  ^  I  will  wor- 
^'  Ihip  God,  the  real  and  true  God:  no  one 

ought  to  be  worlhip*d  but  God  alone. 

^  Tatian^  to  the  lame  purpofe,  tho*  not  lb 
jfuUy,  fays;    The  PToris  of  God,  made  for  our 

Sakes,  I  will  not  worlhip. 

^Tertullian  lays,  "What  we  worlhip  is  one 

t  0f0ir  fith  fA3>»f  ^oxvfMf/AO,  Apolog.  I.  C.  1 Tff  Bi$w  fiifm 
Jit  ir^^n^nw,  c«  II. 

b  0»  rovYfir,  «AA«  ^  n^^rlutt  tturoS  Wf^nannruf,  p.  5$.    Oi  tuf 

tifr^rlut,  p«  56. 

fei—  jrg^oxvyfMp^  iAA*  «i  /K^ff  ©i5,  p.  30.  3  J. 

biXti,  p.*  18.  Vid.  &  p.  79. 

e  Quod  Colimus,  Deus  unus  efti  qui  Totaixi  molem  iflam— —  de 
Bihflo  expre(&t.  AfoL  c.  17. 

Prxfcribitur  inihi  ne  quem  Alium  D^um  dicaiDf  ne  quern  ali'um 
udorem,  ut  quoquo  roodo  venerer,  praeter  unicura  Ilium  qui  ita 
pandat.  S^rp,  c.  4.  p.  490.  Kignk. 

God 
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*•  God,  who  made  the  whole  Mafe  of  Things 
purely  from  Nothing.  I  am  commanded  not  to 
V  call  any  other,  God,  nor  to  adore ^  or  in  any 
wife  worjhip  any  other  befides  that  one. 
*  Clement  of  Alexandria  has  more  to  this 
purpofe :     Angels  and  Men  ((ays  He)  are  the 
Works  of  God's  Hands:  Let  none  of  yoa 
•*  worlhip  the  Sun^  but  let  Him  fet  his  Heart 
upon  the  Sun^s  Creator :  Neither  let  Him 
deify  the  World ,  but  to  the  Maker  of  the 
fForld  let  his  Dcfires  be.    I  feck  after  God, 
the  Creator  of  the  World,  Him  that  hght- 
ed  up  the  Sun,  and  not  after  the  Creatures 
**  CeV>a)  which  God  hath  made.  T*he  Gentiles 
ought  to  learn,  from  the  Law  and  the  Pro- 
"  phets,  to  worlhip  the  one  God,  and  Him 
*•  only,  who  is,  in  reality.  Almighty.  This 
"  it  is  to  worfhip  the  divine  Being  in  true 
•*  Righteoufnefs  of  Pradice  and  Knowledge. 

•f  Ir emeus  exprcflfes  Himfelf  thus:   •*  You 
**  ought  to  worlliip  the  Lord  your  God,  and  to 
**  ferve  Him  only,  and  to  give  no  credit  to 
Him,  who  deceicfiilly  promifed  Things  which 

iAAii  w  nirfitU  hifimt^ylp  imJ^tiinvtiTti^  p.  ff.  Ed.  Ox. 

^n^KivHf  79  S'iMf       ^  jfmwf  ^xa49ry9iK  ^fT***  ft  i^  ytmni^y  P*  778* 

f  Dominum  Deum  tuura  adorare  oportet,  8c  ipli  foli  fervire« 
2c  noQ  credere  ei  qui  fzKo  promilit  ca>  q'JX  non  funt  fja,  dicens : 

Uu  Mmia  Titi  dabo  fi  frnidens  sulorsveris  me.  ^Neque  enim 

conditio  Tub  ejus  potefiite  eft,  quandoquidem  6(  ipfc  uous  de  CM- 
saris  eft,  p«  320.  Ed,  Beocd. 

S  were 
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were  not  his  own, laying:  All  thefe  Things 
will  I  give  Thee,  if  Thou  wilt  fall  dowH 

and  worjhif  me.  TheSyftcm  of  Creatures 

is  not  under  his  Dominion,  fmce  He  Himfelf 
is  one  of  the  Creatures. 

*  Origen  has  a  great  deal  to  our  purpofe,  ia 
his  Book  againft  Celfus.  I  fhall  feleA  a  few 
Pair^es :  He  blames  the  Gentiles^  who  fifom 
^*  the  (lupendous  greatnefs  of  the  Things  in  the 

World,  and  the  beautifol  order  of  Creatures 
{hixiUfymiAJLtogii)  did  not  look  up  and  confider 
that  they  ought  to  admire,  wormip,  and  adore 
Him  only  that  made  Them.  In  another  place 
**  He  lays :  To  worihip  the  Sun  and  the  Crea^ 
•*  tures  of  God  (0e«  ji/^i«/)yJ/Lta^  is  foifridden 
•*  Us,  who  are  taught,  not  to  ferve  the  Crea- 
ture  be  fides  the  Creator,  He  obfcrves  a  little 
after  that:  "  We  ought  not  to  Honour  Tbofc 
in  the  place  of  God,  or  of  the  Son  of  God. 
Which  I  take  notice  of  here  particularly,  that 
you  may  fee  how  clearly  Origen  diftinguifhes 
the  Son  from  the  ^yLKHfyy^iJjC^  ©ew :  as,  indeed, 
He  does  every  where.    In  another  place.  He 
obferves  that  Chriftians  are  bred  up  to  Thoughts 

•  Oi  cxK  Toef  T^XiitirH  fJUiyiB-it^  t  0¥  rJ  t($trfit^t  t  rtS  m^XXm  ^ 
^  o-i&ir  3  T  ixw,      r«  5*  0IW  ^f^^fyifisiki^ ^  mftn  ifhm  mwh 

/  fljoU  udd  another  Vaffagu 
WA/i"  (!^%Um,  p.  367. 

derated 
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elevated  fir  *  aiave  all  Creatures^  and  might 
very  juftly  di/dain  to  worfhip  any  of  Them. 
The  like  He  remarks  of  the  Jews^     that  they 
were  taught  to  f  afcend  up  to  the  uncreated 
Nature  of  God,  to  fix  their  Eyes  upon  Him 
only$  and  on  Him  alone  to  reft  all  their 
Hopes  and  Expedattons. 
I  might  add  many  more  Tcflimonies,  to  the 
fame  efled,  from  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers: 
But  thefe  are  fufficient  to  give  us  a  juft  Idea  of 
their  Principles,  in  relation  to  the  Objedt  of 
Worfhip.    This  we  fhall  find  run  thro*  Them 
all.  That  God  alode  is  to  be  worfhip'd;  the 
Creator  in  oppofition  to  all  Creatures  what- 
ever ;  the  TO  0eTor  (as  Clement  of  Alexandria. 
and  Origen  fbmetimes  accurately  exprcfs  it)  whicb 
alfb  Tertullian  fcems  to  intimate,  in  the  words, 
^od  Colimus^  above  cited.    The  Sum  then  of 
the  cafe  is  this:  If  the  Son  could  be  included 
as  being  uncreated,  and  very  God ;  as  Creator i 
Suftainer.  Tre/erver  of  all  Things,  and  one 
with  the  Father ;  then  He  might  be  worlhip'd 
upon  their  Principles,  but  otherwife  could  nor. 
What  their  Pradlice  was,  fhall  be  confider'd,  in 
its  propet  place.    For  the  prefent,  let  it  be  a 
Rule  and  Maxim  With  us,  fix*d,  as  for  as  Scri- 

*  T00«  tiSkxH9i4  f^9}mh9fvSi  ran^fxCftftHf 
yi/^fu,  &c.  p.  t37« 

^  Ttti       avr^u  /j^ru  lAsnJWf  w^th»Sf,  p.  igp. 

Comfdre  p.  i6o.  when  Origen  infifts  upon  theSeceJpty  of  elevating 
0ur  Thoughts  and  Devotions  above  ^and  beyond  all  created  Beings 
#,  wffvryy  ^frijrop,  in  one  place*  mrr«(  ^rfrw  in  the  other.  See  aifo 
Clem.  Alex,  p.809.  8i^.  Ox.  Ed. 
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prure  and  the  concurring  Jadgment  of  Antiquity 
can  fix  it  (befides  what  might  be  juftly  pleaded 
from  the  Reafbn  of  the  Thing)  that  no  kind  or 
degree  of  religious  Worlhip  is  due,  or  can  be 
lawfully  paid,  to  any  Creature.  The  Conclufion 
from  all  is ;  if  our  Blefled  Lord  is  a  Creature, 
*  He  is  not  to  be  worfhip'd ;  if  He  is  to  be 
worlhip'd,  He  is  not  a  Creature.  Now  we  may 
pafs  on. 

U  E  R  Y  XVIL 

Whether,  notwithjianding^  fForJhif  and  Ado- 
ration  be  not  equally  due  to  Chrijt-^  and 
confequently,  whether  it  muft  not  follow 
that  He  is  the  one  God,  and  not  {as  the 
Arians  faff  oft)  a  diftinli  inferior  Being  ? 

YO  U  Anfwer,  that  Equality  of  divine  Ho- 
nour  is  never  attributed  in  Scripture  to 
the  Son  with  the  Father ;  and  then,  in  proof 
of  a  Matter  of  Fai3^,  you  aiTign  a  reafbn  of  your 
own  devifing ;  for  then  the  Son  would  be  ab- 
folutely  equal  with  the  Father,  which  is 
contrary  to  Scripture  and  Reafbn,  (p.  94. ) 
But  why  do  you  not  keep  clofe  to  the  Words 
of  the  Query,  and  to  the  point  in  Queftion  ? 
JVorJhif  and  Adoration  are  my  Words;  not 
divine  Honour,  which  is  ambiguous,  and  leads 
us  off  from  the  Argument  in  Hand.  Suppofc 
it  had  been  faid  Sacrifice :  Would  you  anfwer 

%7,rtA,et  ei/r.    Ati,  Orat.  i.  p.  4^1. 

thus? 
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thus  ?  Equality  of  i^ivine  Sacrifice  is  never  at- 
ttiboted,  Kr.  Do  not  you  fee  the  Impropriety  ? 
Well,  but,  as  it  is,  you  muft  fay,  equality  of 
divine  Worjhip  is  never  attributed,  ®r.  And 
then,  pray  tell  me,  what  you  mean  by  equa- 
lity or  inequality  of  fVorjhip\  whether  you 
mean  longer  or  Ihorter  Prayers,  more  or  left 
fieqocnt  AddrefTes,  or  any  thing  elfe.  Be  that 
as  it  will,  fForJhip,  religious  Worlhip,  greater 
or  finaller,  longer  or  ihorter,  has  the  ^e  Im- 
port and  Significancy ;  and  fpeaks  the  Perfba 
addrefsVi  to,  to  be  divine:  juft  as  Sacrifice^ 
whether  o^r'd  once  a  Year  only  or  once  a 
Day,  or  whether  it  were  a  Lamb  or  only  two 
young  Tigeons,  carried  the  lame  Acknowledg- 
ment with  it  of  the  Divinity,  Soveraignty^ 
and  Supremacy  of  the  Perlbn  to  whom  it  was 
oficr'd.  Now,  Worjhif  being,  as  bath  been 
iaid,  an  Acknowledgment  of  the  true  God,  in 
oppofition  to  all  Creatures  whatever,  which 
are  by  Nature  no  Gods;  and  being  ofler'd  to 
the  Father,  not  for  the  recognizing  bis  perfonal 
Properties,  as  He  (lands  diftinguifliM  fi'om  the 
Son  and  Holy  Spirit,  but  his  effentiai  VtrkGd- 
ens,  common  to  all,  and  by  which  He  is 
ilmgaiih^d  from  the  Creatures ;  it  is  very  mani- 
feft,  that  if  the  Son  is  to  be  worjhifd  too, 
He  is  equally  God,  and  true  God;  with  the 
Father ;  has  all  the  fame  efTential  Exeellenties 
and  Perfe^ions  which  the  Father  bath;  and  is 
ac  as  great  a  diftance  from  the  Crqatures;  in 
oppofition  to  whom,  and  as  a  mark  of  his  Suh 

S  3  ^eriot 
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pcrior  and  infinitely  tranicendent  ExceUency, 
He  is  worjhifd.    If  then  Honour  conC^  ia 
theAckoowledgmenc  of  his  efTencial  Peri€<%on8, 
Equality  of  divine  Honour  is  attriiuted  in 
Scripture  to  the  Son  with  the  Father  i  becanfe 
Worjhip  is  attributed  to  Both,  aod  is  always  of 
the  lame  Import  and  Significancy ,  by  God's 
own  Order  and  Appointment.    But  then  yoiil 
iay»  the  Son  will  be  abjolutely  equal  with  the 
Father ;  which  you  think  inconftftent  with  Scri- 
pture and  Reafbn.    If  you  mean  by  abfilutely 
equal,  that  the  Son  muft  be  the  jirjl^erfin^ 
as  well  as  the  Father,  I  deny  your  Infetence: 
if  any  thing  dfey  I  allow  it  to  be  true.  The 
Son  will  be  equal  in  all  thole  ReipeAs,  fcxt 
which  Worlhip  is  due  to  the  Father  Himlelf 
He  will  be  equally  divine^  equally  eternal^ 
immutable^  wife,  powerful,  &c.  in  a  word, 
equally  God  and  Lord.    As  to  the  Subordi- 
nation  of  Perfbns  in  the  (ame  Godhead,  That 
is  of  diftind  Confideration ;  and  we  may  never 
be  able  perfedly  to  comprehend  the  Relations 
of  the  three  PeHbns,  ad  intra,  amongft  them- 
felves;  the  inef&ble  Order  and  Oeconomy  of 
xhe  ever  blefled  Co-eternal  Trinity.   You  have 
many  Things  to  lay,  in  hopes  to  leflcn  the 
]bjonbur  and  Worfhip  attributed  to  the  Son  in 
Holy  Scripture.    But  unlefs  you  con'd  prove 
|;hat  QO  Worlbip  at  all  is  to  be  paid  Him,  yoit 
prove  oothibg.  However,  that  I  may  nor  ieem 
pafs  aay  thing  (lightly  over,  I  fliall  take  the 
]pains  to  examine  your  Exceptions*  : 
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As  to  what  you  lay,  to  weaken  the  force  of 
jfob.^.xs.  the  anfwer  to  it  will  properly  fall 
under  a  diftiniSl  Query  i  which  is  intirely  upon 
it.  You  *  cite  Thi/.  x .  1 1 .  Job.  14. 1 3 .  againft 
rhe  ^erift;  as  if  it  was  any  Queftion  betwixt 
US,  whether  God  was  glorified  in  bis  Son; 
or  whether  the  Honour  of  either  did  not  re- 
doend  to  Both.  It  was,  you  fay,  the  Trayer 
of  Chrift  to  glorify  bis  Fatber,  and  tbe  Fa- 
ther only.  But  read  that  part  of  the  Prayer 
again,  and  btlicve  your  own  Eyes,  Job. 17.1. 
Father,  tbe  Hour  is  come,  Glorily  thy  Son, 
that  thy  Son  alfo  may  glorify  Thee.  How  fa- 
miliar, how  equally  concerned,  as  well  for  his 
own,  as  his  Fatbefs  Glory.  So  again,  a  little 
after ;  /  have  glorified  Thee  on  the  Earth :  I 
have  finijhed  the  Work  which  Thou  gaveji  me 
to  do.  And  now,  O  Father,  glorify  Thou  me 
with  thine  own  /elf,  with  the  Qlory  which  I 
had  with  Thee,  before  tbe  World  was,  Joh. 
17.  4,  5.  Sec  alfo,  job.  13,  31,  3x.  and  then 
tell  me  whether  it  was  Chrift's  de/ign,  or  de- 
(irc,  that  his  Father  only  might  be  glorified. 
How  could  you  mils  fuch  plain  Things  ?  You 
go  on ;  The  Father  is  the  obje6i,  to  which  He 
commands  us  to  direli  our  Tracers.  What  ? 
Will  you  difpure  whether  Chrift  is  to  be  wor- 
ihip'd,  or  invocated  ?  Confider,  I  befecch  you, 
J^^^.y.23.  mentioned  above;  RecoUeca  with  your 
fclf,  that  He  is  fometimes  diftindlly  and  perfonally 
\  invocated.  Grace,  Mercy,  and  Teace,  or  Grace 

•  P.90.    tAdfJ./j^.  iThcir.j.ii.  Rom.  10.13.  iCor.1.2. 

$4  AYldl 
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and  Teace,  or  Grace  only,  are  frequently,  in 
Twenty  Places  of  the  New  Teftament  *,  im- 
plored of  Him,  together  with  the  Father.  He 
is  to  be  worftiip'd  and  adored,  as  well  as  the 
Father,  by  Men,  by  ^Angels,  by  the  ^  whole 
Creation,    Glory  and  IDominion  for  ever  and 
ever  are  ^  afcribed  to  Hiro,  as  well  as  to  the 
Father.    This  is  the  Senie  of  Scripture :  I  need 
not  add,  it  being  a  thing  fo  well  knowui  the 
Senfe  alfo  of  the  earlieft  and  beft  Chriftian  Wri- 
ters, who  unanimoufly  declare  for  the  Wor- 
fhip  of  Chrift ;  and  their  Pradice  was  conform- 
able thereto.    And  now,  that  you  may  fee 
how  confiftent  thole  good  Men  were  (fuitably 
to  their  ftricSt  fmcerity)  with  Scripture,  with 
Themfelves,  and  with  each  other ;  I  lhall  ftep 
a  little  afide,  to  lliow  You  upon  what  Principles 
They  might,  and  did  give  religious  Worlhip  to 
Chrift. 

We  have  heard  Jujiin  Martyr,  before,  de- 
claring that  God  alone  is  to  be  worjhifd.  Very 
true :  But  then  He  conftantly  teaches  us  that 
the  Son  is  God ;  and  therefore  might  confidently 
fay,  that  the  Son  is  to  be  ^  worjhifd,  and,  in 
the  Name  of  the  whole  Church,  **  we  ^  worjhif 

Father,  Son,  and  the  Trofhetick  Sprit. 

a  See  ClaYkt\  Script.  Dofir.  Ch.  t.  Sc^.  4. 
b  Hebr.  1.6.  c  Rev.  8. 

d  1  Pet.  %*  1 8.  Rev.  f .  1 3.   Sti  alfo  Rev.  7.10. 
c  ng^axt/Fjjri?.  Apol.  I.  p»94..  Apol.  2.  3f.  Ox.  Dial.  pag.  191. 
^rp.  151.  565'.  Jebb. 

^Aiii*  Wbc^ijut  M4  X^^Vfw^lf,     Ap©l,  I,  p.  I  I, 

Athena- 
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Atbenagoras  has  before  intimated  that  no- 
thing Icfe  than  the  » Creator  of  the  World  is  to 
be  worjhifd.  But  then  He  tells  as  too,  that 
all  Things  were  created  by  the  Son:  and 
therefore  no  wonder  if,  giving  accoant,  to  the 
Emperor,  of  the  God  whom  the  Chriftians  wor- 
Ihip'd,  He  ^joins  the  Son  with  the  Father. 

Theophilus  declares,  as  before  feen,  for  the 
Worfliip  of  God  only ;  and  fays,  the  King  is 
not  to  be  worihip'd,  becaufe  tie  is  nqf  God. 
But  then,  as  to  the  Son,  He  ^  owns  Him  to  be 
God;  and  therefore  of  Confequence  muft  lup- 
pole  Worfhip  due  to  Him. 

Tatian  teaches  that  God  only  is  to  be  wor« 
ihip'd;  not  ^Man,  not  the  Elements,  not  the 
Creatures,  Sii/JUBpyicL.  Very  good :  But  the  Son 
who  ^  created  Matter,  and  is  'AyyeAw  iaiim^ 
yo^,  might  be  worfhip'd  notwithftanding. 

TertuUian  is  fo  fcrupulous,  that  He  ftys.  He 
will  not  fb  much  as  call  Any  other,  God,  but 
the  God  whom  He  worlhip'd,  and  to  whom 
alone  He  pronounces  all  Worfhip  due.  But  He 
muft  certainly  include  the  4$^^/^  in  that  only  God; 
as  every  one  knows  who  ever  look'd  into  his 
Writings:  And  accordingly  He  s  admits  the  wor- 
fliip of  Him. 

Clement  of  Alexandria,  as  we  have  obferv'd 
above,  ^protefts  againft  the  Worfliip  of  Crea- 

a  Sf  thi  pMjJi^i  d^ii  pt  »48.  J>  Sn         p.  189. 

c  «yo»If{  r  ^tvfi*  rvh  S^m9^  1^  t*  nmftiiTu  A«yM,  p.  itt, 
d  Pag.  130.         cPag.  17,  18.  79*  fS^shvep.  189. 

g  Apolog.c.  21 .  Ad  Uxor.  1.        Adf  •  Jud*  c.>        h R 149. 
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tures;  and  allows  no  Worfliip  but  to  the  Ma- 
ker and  Governor  of  all  Things.  But  then 
no  Man  more  ^expreis  than  He,  for  the  war- 
fbiffmg  of  God  the  Son.  The  Reafbn  is  plain: 
the  Son  is  ^  Maker  and  Gt^vernor  of  the  World, 
and  even  'xcttnx^mp^  according  to  this  excel- 
lent Writer. 

Irenaus  likewife,  as  above  cited,  ^vcs  his 
Teftimony  for  the  Worihip  of  God  only ;  and 
againft  the  Worihip  of  any  Creature.  Bat  the 
fame  Irenaus  as  conftantly  (iippoies  the  Son  to 
be  truly  God,  and  one  God  with  the  Father, 
and  exprefly  "^exempt^  Him  from  the  naoiber 
of  Creatures ;  and  therefore  no  wonder  if  He 
admits  the  Son  to  be  ^invocated,  as  well  as  the 
Father. 

I  ihall  obferve  the  like  of  Origen^  and  then 
have  done ;  referring  the  Reader,  for  the  reft,  to 
the  compleat  Colle^ion  of  Teftimonies  lately 
piade  by  the  learned  ^Mr. Bingham,  with  very 
judicious  Reiledions  upon  them. 

Origen,  as  we  have  feen  above,  declares  for 
the  Worihip  of  the  one  God,  in  oppofition  to 
all  Creatures,  hiny^yiiiJoaL'^,  every  thing  created 
>iy>i7oy.  But  the  good  Father  had  His  Thoc^hts 
about  Him:  He  clearly  diftinguilhes  the  Son 
from  the  or  Creatures  i  and  be- 

sides, exDrefly  makes  Him  ^  i>irjrw,  uncreated, 
hmnutable,  &c.    According  to  Ortgen^  the 

a  Vid.  p.  §ii.  8fi.  Ed.  Ox.  \  SeiM^cvt,p*  189.  69* 

c  Vid.  p.  ifg.  143.  £d.  Bencd* 
.  d  Pag.  \66i  d^a.  e  Origtiu  EccU  Si  13*  c.  ^ 

.  f  Coatr.  CdCp.  t6>  1^9, 
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Creator     the  Vkiver/e^  and  He  only  is  to 
be  worihip*dS  pag.  367.  Very  well;  and  look 
bac  back  to  page  308,  and  there  the  Son  is 
^ Creator  of  the  Vniver/e.   So,  in  ^another 
place*  He  tells  usi  we  arc  to  worifaip  Him  only 
who  made  (all)  thefe  Things ;  and  if  we  inquire 
farther  we  fhall  find,  in  the  lame  Author,  that 
God  the  Son  ^made  all  Things^  the  very  word*. 
It  \\  therefore  a  very  clear  Cafe,  chat  Ortgen 
thought  the  Son  to  have  the  fidleft  Rfghc  otid 
Title  to  religums  Worfhip,  the  fame  that  the 
Father  Himfelf  had,  as  being  eternal,  inUBatable* 
Creator  and  Governor  of  all  Things.  And 
therefore  He  fpeaks  of  his  beii^  ^worfhipVl  Mi 
God,  by  the  magi  .,  and  calls  it  KuotCant,  the 
very  fame  word  which  He  des^  ^  f{)eakiog  of 
the  Worihib  dne  to  the  Father.   In  ^  another 
placet  He  ip^aks  of  the  worfhippiog  Fathi^r  and 
Sob  jointly  as  one  God,  and  ^  elfewhere  ttien- 
ttons  the  worfhip  of  the  Son,  in  his  diftinft 
fer/onal  Capacity.   The  Sam  then  of  Origeif^ 
Dodrine,  as  it  lies  in  his  Book  againft  Celfks 
(the  moil  valuable  of  all  his  Works*  and  almoft 

c  SiCNr       f/ti^m  T  itOm  mwrnnnym,  p.  tfS. 

e  Pag.  46.  f  Tii9  IK  r  ?  tvnCtucf,  p.  i6o. 

l*fv,  p.  ^S6.  •  • 

TW  uuTih  AiV^r  S^OlMP  Mfv^n^^fkiv,  p.  139* 

N.  B  Hire  the  TttmfiMtef  (ss  if  is  ufutU  with  Him  to  tnifrefrefeni 
fuch  Fsfigej  us  relMte  te  the  Soo)  nmiefi  ^i^m  mwrSh,  ejus  Mini- 
ikmuu  The  Stnjt  is:  DifpCflfer  ^ ihemt  i.  e«  Propl»cies»  jttf  AglSwf 
tnentietifd^ 
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the  otdy  one  to  be  intirely  depended  od,  as  giv- 
jog  the  crueSeDfe  of  Origen^  or  of  the  Chiurch 
in  his  Time  Vis  contain^  in  chefe  Particulars. 

I.  That  bod  the  Son,  if  a  Creature,  or  not 
Creator^  or  not  truly  God^  ihould  not  be  wor- 
fi>ifd  at  aU. 

X.  That  being  truly  God,  and  Creator^  flee. 
He  may  be  worihip'd;  either  Jointly  with  the 
Father,  as  one  ^  ©ewr,  or  diftinilly^  as  one  Ter- 
Jan  of  the  Godhead. 

*  3.  That  tho'  He  be  God,  and  Creator,  yet 
the  Fstber  is  fo  primarily  and  eminently  as 
Father,  and  J^rji  Perfbn ;  and  therefore  the  di- 
ftindi  Worihip  of  the  Son,  con(ider*d  as  a  Sod» 
redounds  to  the  Father  as  the  Head  and  Foun- 
tain of  all.  Hence  it  is,  that,  as  the  Father  is 
primarily  ^n^  eminently  God,  Creator,  and 
ObJe<2  of  Worihip;  lb  alio  all  Worfliip,  is 
frimarily  and  eminently  the  Father^s:  And 
thus  it  is  that  I  underlland  Origen,  in  a  *  cer- 
tain place  which  has  been  often  misinter- 
preted. 

4.  That  the  worihip  of  the  Son,  confider'd 
as  a  Son,  is  not  an  inferior  Worihip,  nor  any 
other  than  proper  divine  Worihip;  being  an 
iKrknowledgment  of  the  lame  divine  Excellen- 
cies»  and  ejjential  Perfedions  communicated 
from  Father  to  Son :  And  hence  it  is,  that  there 
is  ftil!  but  one  TVorJhip^  and  one  OhjeSl  of 

Wot- 
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Worihip;  as  one  God^  out  Greater^  &c.  by 
reaibn  of  the  mod  iQtimate  and  iDefiable  t/nion 
of  the  two  Perfbns;  which  Origen  Himfelf 
endeavors  to  exprel^  in  the  fiilleft  and  (bong- 
eft  Words  He  could  think  on. 

From  what  hath  been  faid,  we  may  know 
what  Judgment  to  make  of  the  Antient2>^iv^- 
logics.  They  ought  certainly  to  be  underdood 
according  to  the  prevailing  Dodrine  of  the  pri- 
mitive Church.  They  were  different  in  Form, 
but  had  all  one  Meaning ;  the  fame  which  I 
have  fhown  you  irom  the  primitive  Writers. 
The  Arians  were  the  firft  who  interpreted 
fbme  of  them  to  fuch  a  Senfe*  as  either  favor'd 
Creature-fForJhif ,  or  excluded  the  Son  and 
Holy-Ghoft  from  proper  divine  Worlhip.  It 
was  low  Artifice  to  value  one  fort  of  T)oxology 
above  another,  only  becauie  more  equivocal^ 
and  to  contend  for  Antient  Words,  in  oppofi* 
tion  to  the  Antient  Faith.  The  Catholicks  under- 
flood  the  fubtlety  of  thofe  Men,  and  very  eafdy 
defeated  it:  Firft,  by  aflerting  the  only  true 
and  juft  Senfc  of  Thole  ^oxologies,  which  the 
Arians  had  wrefted  to  an  Heretical  Meaning; 
and  next,  by  ufing,  chiefly,  Doxologies  of  ano- 
ther Form ;  which  had  been  alio  of  long  fland- 

jg  o^tfK»  &c«  p.  381* 

The  /sme  Thouiht  it  thus  $xfrifs*d  Cyril. 
Mjri  nfjbttf  vv»  mn^  wfbl^^  »  n  T  Ikf^i^ynfM^w  9* 

f^^iA^  n  ff^uirmu  CjriL  Catfdu  ii»  p.  143*  Oxon. 
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iBg  in  riie  Church ;  and  which*  being  le(s  equi^ 
vocad,  were  left  liable  to  be  perverted.  But 
the  Subjed:  of  Sexologies  being  already  in  bet- 
ter Hands,  Ifhall  here  difinifs  it,  andDroceed. 

You  obferve.  that  it  was  the  conjtant  fra- 
nice  of  the  Afoftks  to  pray  and  give  thanks 
to  God,  through  Jefus  Chrift ,   (p.  pj  ) 
And  ib  it  is  the  con(bnt  Practice  of  the 
Church  at  this  Day.    What  can  you  iofer  from 
tbeoce?  That  the  Father  and  Son  are  not  equal, 
or  are  not  to  be  equally  honoured?  Nothing 
lefs:   But,  as  the  Son  ftands  to  us  under 
the  particular  Charader  of  Mediator,  besides 
what  He  is  in  common  with  die  Father,  our 
Prayers,  *  generally,  are  to  be  offer'd  rather 
through  Him,  than  to  Him :  yet  not  forgetting 
or  omitting,  for  fear  of  Mifapprehenfion  and 
grofe  Miftakes,  to  offer  Prayers  diredly  to  Him, 
and  to  join  Him  with  the  Father  in  Soxo- 
logies ;  as  the  Antient  Church  did,  and  as  our 
own,  God  be  thanked,  and  other  Churches  of 
Chriftendom  ftill  continue  to  do.    You  add, 
that  whatever  Honour  is  faid  to  the  Son,  is 
commanded,  on  account  of  his  ineffable  rela- 
tion to  God,  as  the  only  begotten  Son,  &c.  But 
this  ineffable  Relation  is  not  that  of  a  Crea- 
ture to  his  Creator  i  but  of  a  Son  to  z  Father, 
of  the  fame  Nature  with  Him.    This  may  be 
fliled  ineffable :  the  other  cannot,  in  any  true 
or  juft  Senfe.    If  the  Son  is  to  be  wprjhifd^ 
as  you  (eem  here  to  allow,  it  can  be  on  no 

*  $n  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  III. 
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other  Account,  bat  fuch  as  is  confident  with, 
the  Scriptores;  on  the  Account  of  his  being 
one  with  the  Father,  to  whom  Worihip  be* 
lon^s;  and  to  whom  it  is  appropriated  in  op- 
pofuion  to  Creatures^  not  in  oppofition  to 
Him  who  is  of  the  fame  Nature  with,  Co-ef- 
fentiai  to,  and  In(eparable  from  Him.  The 
fFarfl!>if^  you  fay,  terminates  not  in  the  Son. 
How  this  is  to  be  onderftood,  and  in  what 
Senft  admitted,  I  have  explained  above.  Stridly 
fpeakiag,  no  Honour  is  paid  to  Either^  but 
what  redounds  to  the  Glory  of  Both ;  becaufe 
of  their  intimate  Union ;  and  becaufe  Both  are 
but  one  God.  But  you  the  Father  begat 
Him:  Very  well;  fo  long  as  He  did  not 
create  Him,  all  is  (afe :  The  Eternity ,  the 
TerfeBions,  the  Glory  of  Both  are  One. 
jind,  you  &y,  gave  Him  dominion  over  us: 
That  is  more  than  you  can  prove;  unlefs  yoa 
underftand  it  of  Chrkt,  coniider'd  as  God-Man^ 
or  Mediator. 

In  fome  Senfc,  every  thing  muft  be  referred 
to  the  Father  as  the  llrft  Perfbn,  the  Head 
and  Fountain  of  all.  But  this  does  not  make 
two  Worfliips,  Supreme  and  Inferior  \  be- 
ing all  but  one  Acknowlec^ment  of  one 
and  the  (ame  eflential  Excellency  and  Per- 
fcdion,  confider'd  primarily  in  the  Father, 
and  derivatively  in  the  Son;  who,  though 
perfonally  di(lin^iih*d ,  are  in  Subdance  un- 


gumcnts,  on  this  Head,  amount  only  to  a 


divided 


AH  your  Ar- 


D  E  F  E  N  S  E.  QaXViL 

jpetitio  frincipi^  taking  the  main  Thii^  §oi 
granted ;  that  a  T)iftin£Hon  of  Terfons  is  the 
&aie  with  a  T^ifference  of  Nature ;  and  that  a 
Subordination  of  the  Son,  as  a  Son*  to  the  Fa- 
ther, implies  an  effential  Dilparity  and  Inequality 
betwixt  Them ;  which  you  can  never  make  out. 
Inftead  of  proving  the  Son  to  be  a  Creature, 
and  that  He  is  to  be  worihip'd  notwithftandiog 
(which  are  the  Points  you  undertake)  all  that 
you  really  prove  is,  that  the  Son  is  not  the  Fa- 
ther,  or  firft  Perfon,  nor  confider'd  as.the  firfi 
¥erfon  in  our  Worfliip  of  Him ;  which  is  very 
true,  but  very  wide  of  the  purpofe.  What 
follows  in  your  Reply,  (/. 91,  jx,  93  )  does  not 
need  any  farther  Anlwer ;  being  either  barely 
Repetition,  or  Comments  on  your  own  Miftake 
of  the  meaning  of  the  Word,  Individual  \  of 
which  enough  hath  been  iaid  before.  You  are 
pleafed  {fag,  94  )  to  make  a  wonder  of  it,  that 
I  Ihould  ({xxoi^Heb.  1.6.  in  fiivor  of  my  Hyfo^ 
tbefs.  But  if  you  confider  that  the  Ai^els  arc 
There  ordered  to  worjhif  the  Son ;  and  that  That 
Text  is  a  proof  of  the  Son*s  being  ^^^i&w^iA  (See 
Yfal.  97.)  and  that  Worihip  is  appropriated  to 
God  only,  by  many  Texts  of  Scripture,  and  the 
coocurriogSenfe  of  Antiquity,  as  I  have  Ihown 
above ;  there  will  be  little  farther  occafton  for 
^'ondring,  in  fb  dear  a  Cafe.  In  that  very  Chap- 
ter {Heb.  I.)  it  is  fufiicientlv  intimated  what  it 
was  that  made  the  capable  of  receiving  Wor- 
ihip and  Adoration.  He  is  declared  to  have 
made  the  Worlds  %  to  ht  the  Shining  forth  of 

his 
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bis  Father^s  Glory ^  and  the  exprefs  Image  vf 
his  l?erJon ;  and  to  uphold  all  Things  by  thf 
word,  of  his  Tower,  (v.  1^3.)  Strong  and  lively. 
ExpreifioDS  of  his  divine^  eternal,  uncreated 
Nature;  -  fuch  as  might  give  Him  the  joftefl:  claim 
to  the  Worihip  and  Adoration  of  Men  and  An- 
gels. In  the  dole,  yon  have  a  Remark  abput 
the  error  of  Arius ;  which,  you  lay,  did  not^ 
confift  in  making  the  Son  dtftin^  from;,  and: 
really  fubordinate  to  the  Father  {for  thai 
was  always  the  Chriftian  ^o^rine.)  Herd 
you  come  upon  u$  with  general  Terms,  and 
quivocal  ExpTcfCions;  Leaving  the  Reader  td 
apprehend  that  the  Chridian  Church  believed 
the  Sen  to  be  a  dijiinif^  /eparate,  inferior  Be- 
ing; in  Ihort,  a  Creature  \  as  Arius  plainly^ 
and  you  covertly  afliert :  Whereas  there  is  not 
an  Author  of  Reputation,  among  all  the  An- 
tients,  before  Arius.  that  taught  or  maintained 
any  ftich  Thing.  A  Subordination,  m  fomeSenfe^ 
They  held  ;  and  that  is  all;  notin-^m/sScdfe^ 
not  in  Your*S.  Well,  but  you  proceed  to  tell 
us,  wherein  his  Error  confided,  vixi.  />/  pre/um* 
ing  to  affirm,  upon  the  Principles  of  his  ow4 
uncertain  Thilofophy^  and  without  warrant 
from  Scripture,  that  the  Son  was  \^  ii^  hravi 
and  that  w  stoti  oti  litf.  Arius  had  lb  much 
Thilofophy,  or  rather  common  Scnle,  as  to 
think ;  and  fo  much  Franknefs  and  Ingenuity, 
as  to  confefs ;  that  there  neither  is,  nor  can  be 
any  Medium  between  God  and  Creature.  He 
was  not  fb  ridiculous  as  to  imagine  that  God 

T  fe^^ 
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firft  made  a  Subftance,  and  then  out  of  chat 
fre  exijiing  created  Subftance  made  the  Soft; 
Befides  that,  even  this  way.  the  Son  had  been* 
ill  the  laft  refult,  f$  V)t  wtop  :  Nor  was  He  weak 
enough  to  believe  that  any  thing,  ad  eictta^ 
had  been  co-eval,  or  co-eternal  with  God  Mim- 
fclf.  If  He  had,  He  need  not  have  fcrupled  to 
have  alJovv'd  the  hke  Privilege  to  the  Sen\  the 
firft  and  beft  of  all  Beings,  except  God  Hiin- 
ftlf.  in  His  Opinion. 

But  fince  you  think  your  own  Thihfof^^ 
fb  much  better  than  j4rius\  will  you  be  lb 
kihd  as  to  tell  us  plainly  whether  the  Son  ht 
of  the  Jofne  divine  Subfiance  with  the  Fa- 
ther J  or  of  fome  extraneous  Subftancc  which 
eternally  pre-exifted ;  or  from  nothing.  The 
Jirji  you  deny  diredly,  as  well  z%Arius\  and  the 
fecond zMo,  by  plain  neceflary  Confequence :  And 
why  then  fliould  you  differ  upon  the  thirds 
which  is  the  only  one  left,  and  muft  be  true,  if 
Both  the  other  be  falfe  ?  If  j4rius  was  ralh  in 
affirming  This,  He  was  equally  rafli  in  denying 
the  Son's  Co-eternity  with  the  Father,  and  again 
in  denying  his  Confubftantiality ;  and  lb  your 
cenfiire  of  Him  recoils  inevitably  upon  your  fclf. 
Then,  for  the  other  Error  of  Arius,  in  adertitig 
that  the  Son  once vj as  not\  as  having  been  pro- 
duced, or  created,  by  the  Father ;  in  your  way, 
you  corredt  it  thus* :  True,  the  Son  was  fro^ 
duc'd,  brought  into  exigence,  had  a  begin^ 
ning,  and  was  not,  metaphyfically,  eternal \ 
but  yet.  for  that,  it  was  an  Error,  in  PA/- 
?  ftif.  /f.  c%.  lofophy 
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hfofhy^  fot  Arius  to  fay,  that  He  once  was 
not.  Unhappy  Arius]  detefted  by  his  Ad- 
"verfattes  5  and  tradaccd  by  his  own  Friends^ 
from  whom  He  might  rcafonably  have  cxpedted 
kioder  Ufige.  Let  me  intrcat  you,  hereafter,  to 
be  more  confiftent :  Either  value  and  relpe(3:  the 
Man,  as  the  great  Reviver  and  Reftorer  of /ri- 
mitiveChrtftiantty  \  or  renounce  his  Principles* 
and  declare  Him  a  Heretick^  as  We  do, 

u  E  R  Y  XVIIL 

Whether  Worjhtf  and  Adoration^  both  frorA 
Men  and  Angels  ^  was  not  due  to  Hinti 
long  before  the  commencing  of  his  Mediato- 
rial Kingdom,  as  He  was  their  Creator 
and  Treferver  (See  Col.  i.  i^,  17.)  And 
whether  that  be  not  the  fame  Title  to  Ado- 
ration which  God  the  Father  hathj  as  Au- 
thor and  Governor  of  the  ^Oniverfe,  upon 
the  ^oSior^s  own  Tr indoles  ? 

YOU  anfwer.  that  tho'  the  JVorld  was 
created  by  the  Son,  yet  no  AdoratioH 
was  due  to  Him  upon  that  Account,  either 
from  Angels  or  from  Men ;  becaufe  it  was 
no  All  of  Dominion,  and  He  did  it  merely 
mtniflerially  (/,  94. )  jujl  as  no  Adoration  is 
now  due  from  us  to  Angels,  for  the  Benefits 
they  convey  to  us ;  becaufe  they  do  it  merely 
inflrumentally.  This  is  plain  dealing;  and 
hovrcver  I  may  diflike  the  Thing,  I  commcwd 

T  ^  t\v^ 
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the  frankncfs  of  it*.  You  are  very  right,  opoa 
thefe  Principles,  in  your.,  parallel  from  Angels: 
Had  the  Antients  thought  the  Office  of  the  Son 
ininifierial,  in  your  low  Senfe,  They  would 
have  paid  Him  no  more  refped:  than  they  paid 
to  Angels  \  and  would  certainly  never  have 
worjhifd  Him.  But  I  pafs  on ;  Creation,  you 
fay,  is  no  Ail  of  T^ominton ;  and  therefore  is 
jjot  a  fufficient  Foundation  for  Worfliip.  The 
fame  Realbn  will  hold  with  refpccft  to  the  Fa- 
ther alfo  '  for,  Creating  is  one  thing,  and  Ruling 
another.    Yet  you'l  find  that  Scripture  makes 
Creation  the  ground  and  Reafon  of  Worfhip, 
in  fo  particular  and  didinguifhing  a  Manner, 
that  no  Perfon  whatever,  that  had  not  a  hand 
in  Creating,  has  any  right  or  title  to  Worfhip, 
upon  Scripture- Principles;  to  which  Catbolick 
Antiquity  is  intirely  Confbnant,  as  we  have 
obferved  above.    I  did  not  found  his  Right  of 
Worfhip  on  Creation  only,  but  Trefervation 
too;  referring  to  ColofT.  i.  17.    By  Him  all 
Things  confiji\  to  which  may  be  added  Heb. 
J.  3.  upholding  all  Things  by  the  word  of  his 
Tower.    The  Titles  of  Creator,  Tre/erver, 
Sujlainer  of  all  Things  found  very  high  ;  and 
cxprefs  His  fupcr- eminent  Grcatnefe  and  Ma- 
jefly,  as  well  as  Our  Dependence ;  and  there- 
fore may  feem  to  give  Him  a  full  Right  and 
Title  to  Religious  Worfliip;  efpecially  if  it  be 
confider'd,  that  they  imply  dominion,  and  can- 
not be  undcrftood  without  it.    Befides  that 
Creator,  as  hath  been  fliown,  is  the  Mark,  or 

Cha^ 
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Chara6ierijl'tck  of  the  true  God,  to  whom  all 
Honour  and  Worihip  is  due.  Add  to  this,  that 
by  Job.  I.I.  the  Son  was ©eoj before  the  Foun- 
dation of  the  World ;  which  ioQplies,  at  leaft, 
^ominion^  upon  your  own  Principles:  And 
when  He  came  into  the  World,  *  He  came  un- 
to bis  own,  (Joh  1. 11.)  having  been  their  Ov^- 
tor^  V.  xo.  and,  as  is  now  explained.  Governor 
from  the  firft.  Wherefore,  certainly,  He  had 
a  jullClaim  and  Title  to  Adoration  andWorfliip 
from  the  [foundation  of  the  World,  even  upon 
your  own  Hyfot he/is.  As  to  his  creating  mini- 
fiertally  only,  I  have  faid  enough  to  that  Point, 
under  the  Eleventh  ^^uery,  whither  I  refer  yon. 

From  what  hath  been  obferved,  it  may  ap- 
pear (ufficiently,  that  the  divine  Aoy@h  was  our 
King,  and  our  God  long  before;  chat  He  had 
the  lame  Claim  and  Title  to  religious  Worfhip 
that  the  Father  Himfelf  had ;  only  not  fo  di- 
ftindtly  reveal'd ;  •  and  that  his  Enthronfeation, 
after  his  RefiirreAion,  was  nothing  more  than 
declaring  the  Dignity  of  His  Perfon  mof  c  folemn- 
ly ,  and  invpfting  Him  as  f  God-Man,  in  his 

•  Unui  Dcus  Pater  fupcr  Omncs,  &  Unum  verbum  Dei  qiiod 
per  omnes.  per  Quern  omnia  fida  fuot,  &  quoniam  Hie  Mundus 
propriuf  ipiius,  &  per  Ipfum  Fad^us  c(l  Voluntate  Patrts,  ^c, 
— Muodi  enim  Fador  vere  verbum  Dei  eft.   Inn.  p.  3  if. 

Verbum  autem  Hoc  illud  eft,  Quod  io  fua  venir*  &  Tui  Eum  non 
recepcrunt.  Mundus  enim  per  Eum  fad^us  eft,  &  Mundus  Eum 
noo  cogQOTir.   Savat.  c.  13.  p.  714. 

Si  Homo  tantummodo  Chriftus,  quomodo  Veniens  in  hunc  Mun- 
dum  in  fua  venit,  cum  Homo  nullum  fecerit  Mundum/  Scvau 
p.  7 If.    Vid.  Sc  Hipfolyt,  eontr,  Noitm  c.  ii.  p.  14. 

rttCHSi*  <-yril.Alcx.  Thcf.  p.  130. 

T  3  \N\vc\<i 


tjo     ^  D  E  F  p.  N  S  E     Qu.  XVffl. 

whole  Pcr(bn,  with  the  fame  Power  .and  Aq- 
thoriry,  which,  as  God,  He  always  had ;  and 
pow  waS:  to  hold  in  a  different  Qapgcity,  and 
with  the  Addition  of  a  new  and  fpedal  Title, 
that  of  Redeemer.  *  They  therefore  who 
endeavor  to  found  the  Son's  Title  fo  Wor- 
Ihip,  only  upon  the  Powers  and  Authority 
of  the  Mediator^  or  God-Matt,  after  the  Rc- 
lurre(3:ion  (allcdging  5^^^.  5,  xx.  ^hil.  ^.  10. 
Heb.  1. 6.  and  the  like)  give  us  but  a  very  lean 
?nd  poor  Account  of  this  Matter ;  neither  con- 
fiftcnt  with  Truth,  nor  indeed  with  their  own 
Hyfothejis.  You  quote  Thil.  %.  6.  in  fitvour 
of  your  Notion ;  and  lay,  that  Chrift  was  from 
the  Beginning  in  the  form  of  Go4\  yet  He 
did  not  ajfume  to  Himfelf  to  be  honoured  like 
unto  God,  till  after  his  Humiliation.  Put  this 
Pofition  can  never  be  made  out  from  that  Text. 
Allowing  you  your  Interpretation,  about,  af 
fuming  to  be  honoured,  yet  this  can  mean  onr 
ly,  that  He  did  not  affume,  during  his  Humi- 
liationy  without  any  reference  to  what  He  had 
done  before.  It  is  very  clear  from  Job.  17.  f . 
that  our  bleffed  Saviour  was  to  have  no  greater 
Glory  after  his  Exaltation  and  Alcenfion,  than 
He  had  before  the  World  ivas.  Glorify  me, 
with  thine  own  felf  with  the  Glory ^  which 
I  had  with  Thee,  before  the  World  was. 
His  Glory  had,  to  appearance,  been  under  an 
Eclipfe,  during  the  (late  of  hi3  Humiliation: 

*  Clarkt's  Script.  tio&T.  Prop>  48.        ;t.   CUrh's  Rcpl/< 
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fiat  9fter  that.  He  was  to  appear  again  in 
full  Luftre;  in  all  the  Brighcnefs  and  Splen* 
dor  of  his  divine  Majefty ,  as  He  had  done 
ever  before.  You  think,  that  our  fVorjhip  of 
Hpn^  in  his  own  4ifiin£t  Terjon  and  Chara^ 
£fer,  commenced  after  his  ReJUrreStion  from 
the  dead.  I  might  allow  this  to  be  fb  in  Fad; 
and  yet  maintain,  that  He  always  had  the  fame 
joft  Right  and  Title  to  religious  Worlhip; 
which  mud  have  had  its  ef{e(^,  had  it  been 
.clearly  and  didindly  revealed,  ibonen  This 
is  enough  for  my  purpofe ;  in  as  much  as  I  con^ 
tend  only,  that  the  Worlhip  due  to  Him  is  not 
founded  merely  upon  the  Power  and  Authority 
fiippoied  to  have  been  given  Him  after  his  Re- 
iurretflion ;  but  upon  his  perfonal  Dignity,  and 
ejfential  Perfcdions.  He  might  have  had  the 
very  lame  right  and  claim  all  along,  that  ever 
He  had  after;  only  it  could  not  take  efled:,  and 
be  acknowledged,  till  it  came  to  be  clearly  re- 
yealed.  Thus,  God  the  Father  had,  undoubtedly, 
a  full  Right  and  Title  to  the  Worlhip  and  Service 
of  Men,  or  of  Angels,  from  the  firft :  But  that 
Right  could  not  take  place  before  He  revealed 
gnd  made  Himfelf  known  to  Them.  This,  I 
lay.  is  lufficient  to  my  purpofe ;  and  all  that  I 
tpfift  upon.  Yet,  becaufe  I  have  a  religious 
Veneration  for  every  Thing  which  was  uni- 
verlally  taught  and  believed  by  the  earlicft 
Catholick  Writers,  elpecially  if  it  has  Ibme 
Countenance  likewife  from  Scripture;  I  in- 
cUne  to  think  that  Worlhip,  didind  Wor- 

T  4  ftvi5j. 
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ihip,  vi^  paid  to  the  Son,  long  before  his 
Incaroacion. 

Irenaus  is  *  exprcfe  that  the  Aly^was  wor- 
ihip'd  of  old,  together  with  the  Father.  And 
(his  mud  have  been  the  Senfe  of  all  thofe  Fa? 
thers,  before  the  Council  of  Nice,  who  under- 
ftood  and  believed  that  the  Perfon  who  ap- 
peared to  the  Patriarchs,  who  prefided  over 
the  Jewijh  Chxxxch,  gave  them  the  Law,  and 
all  along  headed  and  conducted  that  People,  was 
the  fecond  Perfon  of  the  ever  blefled  Trinity. 
Now,  this  was  the  general  and  unanimous  Opi- 
nion of  the  Ante-Kicene  Writers,  as  hath  been 
fliown  at  large,  under  ^ery  the  iecond.  And 
it  is  obfcrvable,  that  Eufebius  and  Athanajius, 
(two  very  confiderable  Men,  and  thoroughly 
vers'd  in  the  Writings  of  the  Chriftians  before 
Them )  tho'  They  were  oppofite  as  to  Party, 
pnd  differed  as  to  Opinion,  in  fome  Points; 
yet  They  f  intirely  agreed  in  This,  that  the 
3on  was  worjhifd  by  Abraham,  Mojes,  &c. 
and  the  Jewijh  Church.  And  herein,  had  we 
DO  other  Writings  left,  we  might  reafonably 
believe  that  They  fpake  the  Senfe  of  their  Pre- 
deeeflors,  and  of  the  whole  Chriftian  Church, 
3s  well  before,  as  in  their  own  Times.  You 
will  fay  perhaps,  that  the  Worfhip,  foppofod  to 

have  been  then  paid  to  the  Son,  was  not  dt- 

J  •   .  ... 

•  Qui  igitur  a  Prophctis  adorabatur  Deui  Vivus,  Hie  eft  Vi« 
Voruni  Deus  &  Vcrbum*^  Ejus  — 4.  c.  y.  p.  232*  Ed«  Beded. 
\  ^ee  pljo  Novatiad,  c.  15^  Oedm  &c  Angelum  invocatum. 

f  Egfcb.  E.  H.  1.  I.  c,  a.  5fi  ul(o  Ccmm,  m  Ifa.  p.  381.  j8^. 
Ailianaf.  Vol.  i#  j>»  ^1.43.  44 j-.  ^  ^* 
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ffinSt  Worihip.  Bat  it  is  fiiffident  that  it  was 
[^according  to  theSeofe  of  the  ChriftiaD  Churah) 
paid  to  the  Terjbn  appearing,  the  Ter- 
(on  of  the  Son,  and  He  did  not  reflile  it; 
which  is  the  very  Argument  that  fome  of 
the  Ante-Nicene  Writers  ufe  in  Proof  of  his 
Divinity.  The  Tatriarchs  worfliip'd  that  Per- 
foo,  who  appeared  and  communed  with  Them ; 
(uppofing  Him  to  be  the  God  of  the  Univerfe, 
to  whom  of  right  all  Worihip  belongs.  Had 
He  not  been  what  They  took  Him  for.  He 
fhould  have  rejeded  that  Worlhtp,  as  the  f  An- 
gel did  ^it^^^^^'s  Sacrifice;  and  as  the  Angel,  in 
iht  Revelations,  rejeded  the  Worihip  which 
St.  John  would  have  offfcred  Him.  In  a  word  5 
fince  the  Son  received  that  Worihip,  in  his  own 
Terfon  (according  to  the  Antients)  it  muft  be 
laid.  He  was  then  diftinBly  worlhip'd,  and  in 
his  own  Right,  as  being  truly  God.  How- 
ever That  be,  my  Aigument  is  dill  good, 
that  the  Son  (having  been  in  the  Form  of  God^ 
and  God\  Creator,  ^rejerver  and  Sujlainer 
of  all  Things,  from  the  Beginning)  had  a  Right 
to  Worihip,  even  upon  your  Principles  (much 
morimine)  long  before  the  commencing  of  his 

♦  Novatian  may  hn  /feMk  thi  Sen  ft  cf  all.  On  Gen.  51.  H#  torn- 
meuts  thus:  Si  Aiigclus  Dei  loouitur  Haec  ad  Jacob,  acque  Ipie  An- 
gelas infert,  dicens:  Ego  fum  Deus  qui  viTus  Turn  tibi  in  loco  Dei: 
Bon  taptammodo  Hunc>  Angelum,  fed  &  Deum  poiituro,  fine  ulla 
JixHtatione  confpicimus }  Quique  Sihi  votum  refcrt  ab  Jacob  delH- 
lutum  ciTe.  .  ■■..■■■i  »■  NuUius  Alterius  Angeli  poteft  hie  accipi 
unta  Aui^orjtas,  ut  Deum  §$  ^(le  fateatur^  &  yotuip  Siki  faiium 
efle  Tdftetur»  nifi  tantiiinmodo  ChriiU  7,7. 

t  Judges  13.1^ 
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Mediatorial I^ingdom :  And  therefore  his  Right 
and  Tifle  to  Worlbip  w^is  not  founded  upon  | 
the  Towers  then  fuppofed  to  have  been  given 
Him:  Conlequenply ,  thoie  Texrs  which  you 
fefer  co,  for  that  purpole,  are  not  pertinently 
alledged ;  qor  are  they  of  ftrength  ui^Scient  to 
Ibear  all  that  (Irefs  which  you  lay  upon  Them. 
This  Point  being  fettled,  {  might  allow  you  that, 
io  ibme  Senfe,  diftinSi  Worfhip  commenced 
with  the  diftinii  Title  of  Son^  or  Redeemer  : 
That  is,  our  Blefled  Lord  was  then  firft  W9f- 
Jb^ifd,  or  commanded  to  be  worlhip'd  by  us, 
f  imder  that  diftind  Title  or  Charaffer ;  having 
before  had  no  other  Title  or  Cbarader  pe- 
f:uliar  and  frofer  to  Himielf,  but  only  whac 
was  *  common  to  the  Father  and  Hiip  too.  Tho* 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy-Ghoft  are  all  jointly 
concerned  in  Creation^  Redemption^  and  San- 
$iification\  yet  it  may  fceip  good  to  Infinite 
Wildom,  for  great  Ends  and  Reafbns,  to  attri- 
bute each  refpedively  to  one  Terfon,  rather 
than  Another ;  \o  that  the  Father  may  be  enir 
phatically  Creator,  the  Son  Redeemer^  the 
Holy  Ghoft  SmEiiJieri  And  upon  the  com- 
mencing of  thcfe  Titles  r€fpe(9:ivcly,the  djfiinSi 
Worlhip  of  each  (amongfl  Men)  might  accord- 
ingly commence  alfa.    Excellent  are  the  Words 

•  Sk:  Dcoj  v^luit  novare  Sacramcntura ,  ut  Uiuis  Cfc- 
^retur  per  Tdium  Sc  Spiritum,  ut  Coram  jam  Dcus  in  futi 
]^opriis  Homimbus  Sc  T^fonh  cognofccretur ,  qui  2c  retro  pet 
^Uum  ac  Spiriikm  p|||r<^catus  nw  intcUigcbatur«  TntulL  Ccmr. 
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of^Biihop  Bull  to  this  purpoie;  which  I  have 
chrowD  into  the  Margin.  I  iHail  only  add  that 
while  you  endeavor  to  found  Chrift's  Right  and 
Tide  to  worjhip  folely  upon  the  Powers  liip* 
poled  (to  be  given  Him  after  his  Refurre&ion^ 
jroa  fall  much  below  the  generality  of  the  An- 
tieoc  Arians  (whom  yet  you  would  be  thought 
to  exceed)  and  are  running  into  the  Sociuim 
Scheme,  not  very  confidently  with  your  owH. 
Tbos  you  feem  to  be  fluiShiating  and  wavenng 
^ween  Two,  (at  the  (ame  time  verbally  con* 
^mmng^iYi)  certain  in  Nothing,  but  in  oppo- 
the  Catholtck  Dod:rine ;  which  when  you 
have  left,  you  fcarce  know  where  to  fix,  or  how 
to  make  your  Principles  hang  together.  To  ex^ 
plain  this  a  little  farther:  I  found  the  Son's  Title 
to  worfhip  upon  the  dignity  of  his  Ter/an\ 
bis  creative  VowcTS  declared  in  jfoh.i.  and  elfe- 
ivhere;  his  being  ®to$  ftom  the  B^inniog ;  and 

*  Profc^o  admiraoda  mihi  Tidetur  divinaruro  Perfbiurum  in 
Sacrofandkifliroa  TriaJt  otMn/Juia,  qua  Unaquxque  Perfona  difiinSf 
quafi  Tttulo  humanum  imprimis  genus  tmperio  fuo  divino  obllnn* 
Krit,  Tituk  illi  refpondente  etiam  MftaUld  uniufcujufque  impera 
fMtiffiBiont.  Patnm  Colimus  fub  Tttnlo  CriM^ru  hujus  Univerfi, 
qui  Sc  ab  ipfa  Mundi  Crtatiom  horxiinibus  mMtuirify  Filium  adp« 
ramus  fub  Tituh  ^edimptoris  ac  Snvatpru  noftn.  tujus  idcirco 
iiwinz  ^ria  atque  imperium  Don  ni(i  poft  peranum  in  term  ha* 
maox  ReJimptionis  ac  SMlttth  negotium  fuerit  fAtefrHum^  Spirit 
ftm  denique  SanSinm  venerarour  fub  TituU  PdrMcleti,  lUtiminM* 
tmst  ac  SanBificatoris  xioftri»  cujus  adeo  ^\w\m  Majedas  demuni 
poft  defcenfum  ejus  in  Apoftolos  primofquc  Chriftianos  donorum 
smne  genus  copiofidiroa  fargirione  flIuftriflimQm,  eUrlus  micuerit. 
Nimirum  turn  demum  Apoiloli.  idque  ez  Clirifti  inandato*  Gentei 
baptizabant  in  Plemtm  Mtqui  sJuustam  ^rinifatem  (ut  cum  Cv'^ 
frim9  loquar^  b,  e.  in  nqmiae  Harris*  tii^u  &  Spiritus  Saoim. 
BmU.  Prim.  Trad.  p.  lifSU 
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his  frefirving,  and  upholding  all  Things  (ac- 
cording to  Coloff,!. 16,17.  ^0  ^A^^- 
cedently  to  his  mediatorial  Kingdom :  You»  on 
the  other  Hand,  found  it  intircly  upon  the 
Powers  given  Him  alter  his  Humiliation  (alledg- 
ing  fuch  *  Texts  as  thcfe.  Matt.  x8.  18.  Job. 
J.  23.  Thil.  X.  10,11.  Rev.  i.  f,6.  Rev. 
f.  8,  9,  10.)  as  if  He  had  no  jud  Claim  ot 
Title  to  worjhip  at  all,  before  that  Time :  For, 
tho'  you  put  in  the  equivocal  Word,  diftinB, 
{very  ingenioufly)  yet  your  Meaning  really  is, 
and  the  Tendency  of  your  Argument  requires 
it,  that  no  Worlhip,  diftindt  or  otherwife^  was 
due  to  Him,  till  He  received  thofe  full  Powers. 
This  pretence,  I  fay,  might  come  decently  and 
properly  from  a  Socintan^  or  a  Sabellian^  who 
either  makes  Creation  Metaphorical^  or  inter- 
prets (uch  Texts  as  Joh.  1. 1.  CoL  1. 16, 17.  and 
the  hke,  of  tht  Rea/bn  oxWiJdom  of  the  Father, 
that  is,  the  Father,  indwelling  in  the  Man 
Chrift  Jefus.  But  in  you  it  muft  appear  very 
improper;  and  very  inconfiftcnt  with  your 
otiier  Vvj^^X^ :  Wherefore  I  muft  again  dedre 
you  to  oe^  more  condftent ;  and  to  keep  to  one 
conftant  Scheme.  Take  either  Arian^  Sabel- 
Uan^  or  Socinian^  and  abide  by  it ;  ^  and  then 
I  may  know  what  I  have  to  do :  But  do  not 
pretend  to  hold  Two  Schemes,  at  a  time,  ut- 
terly repugnant  to  each  other. 

As  to  Scripture*s  (eeming^  in  fome  places,  to 
ibund  Chrift's  Title  to  Worlhip,  not  fo  n^ucb 

*  Sh  Dr.  Clarkc'i  Re  fly,  p.  159. 

upon 


Qu.XVIII.      of  fome  Q^U  E  R I  E  S.  277 

upon  what  He  is  in  Him/elf^  as  upon  whac 
He  has  d(me  for  us\  a  very  good  Reaibn  may 
be  given  for  it,  if  it  be  well  confidered  by  what 
Springs  and  Movements  moral  Agents  are 
aduated,  and  that  we  love  even  God  Himfelf,  ^ 
with  reference  to  our  Selves,  *  becaufe  He  firfl 
laved  us.  Abftra£led  Reafons  of  Efteem,  Ho- 
nonr,  and  Regard  are  UDafH^ding,  without  a 
mixture  of  fomeching  relative  to  Us,  which 
our  Selves  have  a  near  concern  in.    The  ef 
fenttal  Dignity  of  Chrift's  Perfon  is  really  the 
Ground  and  Foundation  of  Honour,  and  Edeem 
(and  confequently  of  IVorfhip,  the  higheft  Ex* 
preifion  of  Both)  which  ought  always  to  bear 
proportion  to  the  intrinfick  Excellency  of  the 
Objed:  But  hisO£Sces,  relative  to  Us,  are  the 
.M^//r^  Realbns,  which  principally  afledl  our 
Wills ;  and  without  which  we  ihould  want  the 
ftrongeft  Incitement  to  pay  that  Honour  and 
Wormip,  which  the  effential  Excellency  of  his 
Perlbn  demands.    Scripture  has  (ufficiently  ap« 
prized  us  of  Both,  difcovering  at  once  both  his 
abfolute,  and  relative  Dignity ;  that  fo  we  be- 
ing in(lru(^ed  as  well  concerning  what  He  is  in 
Himfelf,  as  what  He  is  in  refpedl  to  Us,  might 
underftand  what  Honour  juflly  belongs  to  Him, 
and  want  no  motive  to  pay  it  accordingly. 
Add  to  this,  that  Chrift's  Omce,  relative  to  us, 
naturally  leads  us  back  to  the  antecedent  Excel- 
lency and  Perfe<3:ion  of  that  Perlbn,  who  was 
able  to  do  ib  great  and  ib  adoniihing  Things 
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fer  OS :  Befides  that  it  mtift  appear  in  the  bijgb- 
eft  Degree  ptobable,  that  no  Creature  whatevet 
((uppofing  Him  to  have  lukaUe  Abilities)  could 
have  been  intruded  with  fo  great  and  fb  en- 
dearing a  Charge:  (uch  as  mult  inevitably  draw 
aftet  it  a  larger  mare  of  avtt  Lotc,  Refped, 
and  Efteem,  than  feems  confident  with  our 
Dutj  to  God,  and  the  Rule^  laid  down  in 
Scripture  for  our  Behavior  towatids  the  Crea- 
ture^.    But  enoi%h  of  this:  I  proceeds 

Q  u  B  R  V  Xl5C. 

fVhether  the  T^oHdr  hath  not  ^iven  m  vetj 
fattial  Account  dfjoh.  23.  /bunding  the 
Honour  due  to  the  Son ,  oit  this  onty^  that 
the  Father  hath  committed  all  Judgment  to 
the  Son ;  when  the  true  Reafon  i^igffd  by 
mr  Saviour,  and  illuftrated  by  fever al 
Inftances,  is,  that  the  Son  doth  the  fame 
Things  that  the  Father  doth,  hath  the  fame 
Yower  and  Authority  of  doing  what  He 
^ill\  and  therefore  has  a  Title  to  as  great 
Honour^  Reverence,  and  Regard,  as  the 
Father  Himfelf  hath?  And  it  is  no  Ob- 
JeBion  to  this,  that  the  Son  is  there  faid 
to  do  nothing  of  Himfelf,  or  to  have  all 
given  Him  ^  the  Father ;  fnce  it  is  own- 
ed that  the  Father  is  the  Fountain  of  All, 
from  whom  the  Son  derives,  in  an  ineffable 
manner,  his  Ejfence  and  Towers  fo  as  to 
be  one  with  Him. 

tN 
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IN  Adfwcr  to  this,  you  fay.  The  only  ffd^ 
nour  due  to  oUr  Saviour,  is  flaiiily  Jkp^ 
fofed  by  St.  John  to  be  given  Him,  ufon  j/fc^ 
connt  of  his  being  affointed  by  the  Father 
judge  of  the  Worlds  P  9^-  This  is  viry  ftrangc 
indeed :  What  ?  Was  there  no  Honour  due  to 
Him  on  Account  of  his  having  been  0eo$  A-om 
the  Beginning?  None  for  his  having  created  the 
World  ?  None  on  Accbunt  of  his  being  the  Only 
begotten  Son,  which  St.  John  reprclcnts  as  a 
Circumftancc  of  exceeding  great  *  Glory  ?  Sur*-* 
ly  thefe  were  Things  great  enough  to  demand 
our  Tribute  of  Honour  and  Refpcd ;  and  there* 
ibre  St.  John  could  never  mean  that  He  was  to 
be  honoured  only  upon  that  fngle  Accounr.  as 
being  conftituted  jndge  of  all  Men.  Thij 
could  never  be  the  only  reafbn  why  all  Meft 
Jhonld  honour  the  Son  even  as  They  honour 
the  Father.  What  then  did  St.  John  mean? 
Or  rather,  what  did  our  BlefTed  Lord  mean, 
whole  Words  St.  John  recites?  He  meant  what 
He  has  laid)  and  what  the  Words  literally  im- 
port ;  that  the  Father  (whofe  Honour  had  beenr 
lufficiently  (ecured  under  the  Jewijh  Di(pen&- 
tion,  and  could  not  but  be  fb  under  the  Chri- 
Jlian  alio)  being  as  much  concerned  for  the  Ho^ 
nour  of  his  Son,  had  been  pleafed  to  commit 
all  Judgment  to  Him,  for  this  very  end  and 
purpofe,  that  Men  might  thereby  fee  and  know 
that  the  Soti,  as  well  as  the  Father,  was  Jndge  of 

♦  Job.  I.  14. 
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sll  the  Earthy  and  might  irom  thence  be  con- 
vince] hovir  reafbnable  it  was,  and  how  highly  it 
concerned  them,  to  pay  all  the  fame  Honoar  tb 
the  Son,  which  they  had  hitherto  believed  to 
belong  to  the  Father  only.  And  cohfideiing 
how  apt  Mankind  would  becolefTen  the  Dignity 
of  the  Son  (whether  out  of  a  vein  of  difputingj 
or  becaufe  He  bad  condefcended  to  become 
Man  like  Themfelves)  and  conddering  alio  that 
the  many  Notices  of  the  divinity  of  his  Pcr- 
ibn  might  not  be  fufficient,  with  (bme,  to  raife 
in  Them  that  Efteem,  Reverence,  and  Regard 
for  Him,  which  They  oi^ht  to  have;  for  the 
more  effedually  fecurii^  a  point  of  this  high 
Concernment,  it  pleaied  the  Father  to  leave  the 
final  Judgment  of  the  great  Day  in  the  Hands 
of  his  Son :  Men  therefore  might  conHder  that 
this  Perlbn,  whom  they  were  too  apt  to  dif 
regard,  was  not  only  their  Creator^  and  Lord, 
ind  God,  but  their  Judge  too,  before  whofc 
awful  Tribunal  they  mud  one  Day  appear:  An 
awakening  Conrideration,fuch  as  might  not  only 
convince  Them  of  his  exceeding  Excellency 
andSuper-eminentPerfc^ionSibut  might  remind 
them  alio,  how  much  it  was  their  Intereft,  as 
well  as  Duty,  ro  pay  Him  all  that  Honoar, 
Adoration  i  and  Service,  which  the  Dignity  and 
Majefty  of  his  Perfon  demands. 

Let  us  but  fuppofe  the  prefent  Catholick  Do^ 
iftrine  of  the  Co-equality  and  Co-ercrnity  of  the 
three  Perfons  to  be  true,  what  more  proper 
rnechod  can  wc  imagine,  to  fccure  to  each  Per- 
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(on  the  Honour  due  unco  Him,  than  this;  thac 
every  Perfbn  fhould  be  manifelled  to  us  under 
fomc  peculiar  Title  orCharader,  and  inforce  his 
claim  of  Homage  by  fbme  remarkable  Difpenfa^ 
tion,  fuch  as  might  be  apt  to  raiie  in  Us  a  religious 
Awe  and  Veneration  ?  This  is  the  Cafe  in  fad ; 
and  on  this  Account,  chiefly,  it  feems  to  be 
that  the  Son,  rather  than  the  Father  (whole  per- 
fonal  Dignity  is  lefs  liable  to  be  queftion'd)  is 
to  be  Judge  of  all  Men,  that  fo  all  Men  may 
honour  the  Son,  xa^i^  nficSai  rir  ^xrt^.  The 
learned  Dodor  *  pleads  that  xct^«$  often  jfigni- 
iies  a  general  Similkmk  only,  not  m  exaSi 
Equality:  Which  is«|ktrue;  and#oiili3b6 
pertinent,  if  we  built^^  Argument  on  the 
critical  Meaning  of  the  Partifle.    But  what  we 
iniift  on,  is,  that  our  B(c^^  Lord  ,  in  that 
Chapter,  draws  a  pmraUel  bl^scn  the  Father 
and  Hlmfelfy  between  the  Fm^^^%  Works  and 
his  own,  founding  thereupon  R^^Titlc  to  Ho- 
nour j  which  fiifficieutly  istim^^whac  xct>^$ 
means ;  efpecially  if  it  ht  eaiilgig^  that  this 
was  in  anfwer  to  the  Charge  of^i^jiin;^  Him- 
ftlf  I  equal  with  God.    This  is  T#fe|t  I  in- 
timated in  the  Query  \  upon  tlic  readioMrhcre- 
of,  you  are  (Iruck  with  mnrnzemenf  ii^m^kg^ 
dent  an  inftance ,  how  prejudice  bl^f^m^ 
Minds ^  8cc.    But  let  me  perlwade  you  to 
bear  that  way  of  talkiog,  which  (befides  tbai^ 
it  is  taking  for  granc#  N^fr  diatil^^l^^  Que^ 
(lion,  prefuming  th^  on 
:k  Riffy,  p.  %6o.  f  }elL  p  lit 
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one  fide,  and  all  the  Reafon  on  the  other)  is 
really  not  very  becoming,  in  this  Cafe,  con- 
fidering  how  many  wife,  great,  and  good  Men, 
how  many  Churches  of  the  Saints,  through  a 
long  SucceflTion  of  Ages,  you  muft,  at  the  lame 
time,  charge  with  prejudice  and  blindnefs\ 
and  that  too  after  much  canvafling  and  careful 
confidcring  what  Objections  could  be  made 
againftThem  i  to  which  you  can  add  nothing  new. 
nor  fo  much  as  reprelent  the  old  ones  with 
greater  Force  rhan  They  have  been  often  be- 
fore, 1300  Years  ago.  It  might  here  be  fiifli- 
cient,  for  you,  modeftly  to  offer  yourRcafbns: 
And  however  convincing  they  may  appear  to 
you  (yet  confidering  that  to  Men  of  equal  Senfe, 
Learning,  and  Integrity,  they  have  appeared 
much  otherwile)  to  fufped:  your  own  Judg- 
ment; or,  at  leaft,  to  believe  that  there  may 
be  Reafons,  which  you  do  not  fee,  for  the  con- 
trary Opinion.  Well,  but  after  your  fo  great 
AfTurance,  let  us  hear  what  you  have  to  fty. 
If  our  Lord  had  purpofely  defign^d^  in  the 
moft  exprefs  and  emphat  'tcal  Manner^  to  de- 
clare his  real  Subordination  and  dependence 
on  the  Father^  He  could  not  have  done  it 
more  fully  and  clearly  than  He  hath  in  this 
whole  Chapter.  Yes,  fiire  He  might:  Being 
charged  with  Blajphemy,  in  making  Himfelf 
^qual  with  God,  He  might  have  expreft^d  his 
Abhorrence  of  fuch  a  Thought;  and  have  told 
Them  that  He  pretended  to  be  nothing  hiorc 
than  a  Great ufe  of  God's,  fcnt  upon  God's 
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Errand ;  and  that  it  was  not  by  his  own  Tower 
or  Holinefs^  that  He  made  the  lame  Man  to 
walk^  (fee  J^.  3.  I'i.)  Such  an  Apology  as 
this  would  have  effedually  took  o^T  all  farther 
Su^icion,  and  might  perhaps  have  well  become 
a  Creature^  when  charg'd  with  Blajphemy^ 
who  had  a  true  Refped  for  the  Honour  of  his 
Creator.  But,  inftead  of  this,  He  goes  on,  a  fe- 
cood  Time,  to  call  Himlclf  Son  of  God^  v.  xf.  de- 
claring farther,  that  there  was  fo  perfedaUnion 
and  Intimacy  between  the  Father  and  Himfelf, 
that  He.  was  able  to  do  any  thing  which  the  Fa- 
ther did  ;  had  not  only  the  fame  Right  and  Au* 
tbority  to  work  on  the  Sabbath^  but  the  fame 
Power  of  giving  Life  to  whom  He  pleafcd,  of 
raffing  the  Dead,  and  jqdging  the  World ;  and 
therefore  the  fame  Right  and  Title  to  the  fame 
Honour  and  j^egard:  and  that  the  flxecutioa 
of  thpfe  Powers  was  lodged  in  his  Hands  par- 
ticulariy,  leafl  the  World  fhould  not  be  fumci- 
cnrly  apprchenfive  of  his  high  Worth,  Emi- 
nency,  and  Dignity;  or  fhould  not  ^^»^?/irr  the 
Son  even  as  they  honour  the  Father. 

This  is  the  obvious  natural  Conftrudion  of 
the  whole  PafTage :  You  have  fomc  Pretences 
againfl  it,  which  have  been  examined  and  con- 
futed long  ago  by  Hilary^  Chryfofiom^  Cyrils 
Auftln,  and  other  venerable  Fathers  of  the 
Chriflian  Church;  fb  that  I  have  little  more 
to  do,  than  to  repeat  the  Anfwers.  The  Jews ^ 
you  fay,  falfely  and  malicioujly  charged  Him 
with  making  Himfelf  equal  with  God.    So  faid 
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the  Arians:  Bvit  what  ground  had  cither  They, 
or  You,  for  faying  fo  ?  It  does  not  appear  that 
the  Evangeltjt  barely  repeated  what  the  Je^jjs 
had  (aid :  But  He  gives  the  Reafbns  why  the 
Jews  fought  to  kill  Him ;  namely,  becaufe  He 
had  broke  the  Sabbath,  and  becaufe  He  made 
Himfelf  equal  with  God,  So  thought  *  Hilary  \ 
and  He  is  followed  therein  by  Others,  whom 
you  may  find  mentioned  in  f  Tetavius.  Aod 
this  \Socinus  himfelf  was  fo  ienfible  of,  that 
He  could  not  but  allow  that  the  AfoftU^  as 
well  as  the  Jews,  underftood  that  our  Blefled 
Lord  had  declared  Himklf  equal  to  God ;  only 
He  is  forced  to  explain  away  the  equality  to  a 
Senfe  foreign  to  the  Context. 

But  ftppofing  that  the  Apoftle  only  repeated 
what  the  Jews  had  charged  Him  with ;  how 
does  it  appear  that  the  charge  was  falfe  ?  It  is 
not  to  be  denied  that  He  had  really  wrought 
on  the  Sabbath,  and  had  really  called  God  his 
Father^  and  in  a  Senfe  fecuHar\  and  w^hy 
fliould  not  the  reft  of  the  Charge  be  as  true  as 
the  other?  The  Context  and  Reafon  of  the 
Thing  feem  very  much  to  favor  it :  His  fay- 

♦  Non  nunc,  ut  in  Captcris  folet,  Judxorum  Sermo  ab  his  didui 
refcrcur.  £xpofirio  potius  h«c  Evangdiftae  eft,  Caufam  deraon- 
ftrantis  cur  Dominum  interficere  veilenc.  HIL  Trm.  1.7*  p.  ozr. 

t  DcTrin.  f.  ifi. 

%  Ex  modo  loqucndi  quo  ufus  eft  Evangclifta,  fentiam  cam 
omnino  una  cum  Judzis  cenfuifle  Chriftum,  verbis  iliis,  /c  xqm- 

lera  Deo  fcciflc  ncccfTc  fit  inrelligcrc  Hoc  ipfum  £iww  quoquc 

fenfifle,  non  minus  quam  fenferit  Chriftum  appellafte  Deum  Fmtrm 
fuum,  quod  ab  ipfo,  uno  &  eodem  verborum  Conccxtu*  proxioic 
di^um  fuerat.  Sociiu  Re/p.  ad  yujek,  p.  577. 
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ing,  my  Father  worketh  hitherto^  and  I  work^ 
mnft  imply,  either  that  He  bad  an  equal  Right 
to  do  any  thing  his  Father  did ;  or,  that  He 
was  (b  intimately  united  to  Him,  that  He  couljd 
not  but  adt  in  concert  with  Him:  Which  is 
farther  confirmed  by  what  follows,  v.  19.  What 
things  foever  He  doth,  thefe  alfo  doth  the  Son 
likewi/e.  Beddes,  that  had  this  been  only  a  ma- 
L'cious  Suggeftion,  a  faMe  Chaigc  of  the  Jews^ 
the  Evangeliji,  very  probably,  would  have  gi- 
ven Intimation  of  it,  as  we  find  done  in  other 
Cafes  of  that  Nature,  {J oh.  x .  x  i .  Matt.  1 6.  i  x .) 
This  is  the  Subftance  of  St.  Chryfijiom^s  reafbn- 
ing,  in  Anfwer  to  your  firft  Objecftion ;  and  I 
am  the  more  confirmed  in  its  being  true  and 
right,  by  obferving,  as  before  laid,  that  Soci- 
nus  himfelf,  a  Man  fo  much  prejudiced  on  the 
other  fide,  could  not  help  falling  in  with  the 
fame  way  of  Thinking,  fo  far,  as  to  believe 
that  the  Apoftle  and  the  Jews  both  agreed  in 
the  fame  Thing,  viz.  that  our  Lord  did,  by 
what  He  had  (aid,  make  Himfelf  equal  with 
God,  in  fbme  Senfc  or  other;  fuch  as  i\i^Jews 
thought  to  be  Bla/phemy,  and  in  Confequence 
whereof,  they  would  have  kill%  i.  e.  ftoned 
Him.    Another  Exception  you  make  from 
the  Words,  *The  Son  can  do  nothing  of  Him- 
/elf:  The  obvious  meaning  of  which  is ;  that 
being  fo  nearly  and  clofcly  related  to  God.  as 
a  Son  is  to  a  Father ;  the  Jews  might  depend 
upon  it,  that  whatever  He  did,  was  both  agree- 
able to,  and  concerted  with  his  Father;  and 

y  3  ought 
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ought  to  be  received  with  the  (ame  Reverence 
aiid  Regard,  as  if  the  Father  Himfelf  had  done 
it.    He,  as  a  Son,  being  pcrfcdly  one  with 
his  Father,  could  do  nothing  c^nof  rcS  'TVoLrtif 
againft  his  Father,  nothing  iMor^t^j  nothing 
^Irsr,  (as  Chryfijlom  exprefleth  it)  Both  haViiig 
the  fame  Nature  i  and  narmonioufly  uniting  al- 
ways in  Operation  and  Energy.    Hence  it 
was,  that,  if  one  wrought,  the  other  muft 
work  too;  if  otic  did  any  thing,  the  other 
fliould  do  iikewije\  if  one  quickned  whom  He 
would,  fo  ihpuld  the  other  allfb;  and  if  one  hid 
.Life  in  himfelf  (or  the  Tower  of  raifng  the 
^Dead)  (6  mould  the  other  have  too:  And  if 
the  Father  was  primarily  Judge  of  'the  World, 
in  right  of  his  Prerogative  as  Father^  the  Son 
jfhould  have  it  in  the  Exercife  and  Execution, 
to  manifeft  the  EquaKty.    Now,  here  is  no 
cftraining  nor  forcing  of  Texts,  but  the  hteral, 
obviousv  natural  Interpretation.    But  the  In- 
terpretation, which  you  give,  is  jplainly  forcU 
makes  the  Context  incoherent,  and  the  whole 
Paflage  inconfiftent.    For,  be  pleas'd  to  ob/erve 
your  Senfe  of  verfe  the  I9rh.    The  Son  can 
,f)o  nothing  but  by  CommiJJlon  from  the  Father: 
-Why  ?  then  follows.  For  what  things  foever 
fie  doth,  thefe  alfo  doth  the  Son  likewije. 
poes  it  follow,  becaufe  He  can  do  nothing  of 
flmfelf  in  your  Senfe,  that  therefore  tic  can 
j!o  every  thing  which  the  Father  does?  Where 
IS  the  Senfe,  or  Connexion  ?  Is  He  here  limit- 
9nd  lefTening  his  own  Powers,  as,  upon 
'  '  ' " '  " '  '  your 
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ydur  Piinctples.  He  ihould  have  done  in  an- 
Iwer  to  the  Charge  of  Blafphemy  ?  No ;  but  He 
extends  them  to  the  ucmoft;  and,  indead  of 
retraining,  goes  on  in  the  fame  drain,  and  fays 
more  th»n  He  had  faid  before.  To  make  good 
Senfe  and  Coherence  of  the  Fadage,  upon  your 
Scheme,  you  mud  fill  up  the  Deficiency  thus. 
The  Son  can  do  nothing  but  by  Commiffion ; 
0md  Commiffion  He  has^  to  do  every  thing  that 
the  Father  doth :  Which,  tho'  it  founds  harihj 
and  looks  too  familiar  for  a  Creature  to  pre- 
tend, yet  might  make  the  Context  coherent. 
However,  fincc  the  Interpretation  I  have  be- 
fore given,  is  more  natural  and  more  obvious, 
argues  no  deficiency  in  the  Text,  makes  the 
whole  coherent,  and  has  nothing  harih  or  diP 
agreeing  in  it,  it  ought  to  be  preferU  For,  after 
all,  it  mufl  be  thought  very  odd  and  ftrange 
for  ^Creature  to  be  qomm'tffion'd or  empowered 
to  do  all  Things  that  the  Creator  doth ;  and 
lo  do  them  c^iW,  in  the  fame  manner^  alfo. 
I  do  not  make  any  forced  Conftrudion ;  for  fb 
the  20th  verfe,  immediately  following,  in- 
terprets it:  for  the  Father  lovetb  the  Son^ 
snd  Jhewetb  Him  all  Things  that  Hhnfelf 
doth.  You  endeavor  indeed  to  make  fome  Ad- 
vantage of  this  very  Text ;  alledging  that  this 
Vower^  which  the  Son  exercised,  was  given 
Him^  not  by  Neceflity  {which  is  no  Gift)  but 
by  free  Love.  But  why  muft  lave  imply  free- 
dom? Doth  not  God  love  Himfelf  ?  And  if  the 
Love  of  Himfelf  be  no  matter  of  Choice*  why 

V  4  muft 
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muft  the  Love  of  his  Son,  his  other  Self^  be 
tcprcfcnted  othcrwife?  You  arc  forced  ro  add 
to  the  Text,  to  give  fome  colour  to  your  Ar- 

fiment;  and  to  call  it  free  Lx)ve,  when  the 
ext  fays  only,  that  the  Father  loveth. 
Thus  far  I  have  endeavored  to  clear  up  the 
Senfe  of  St.  John ;  and  ro  vindicate  it  from 
your  Exceptions:  which  are  not  of  (b  great 
Weight,  that  you  need  be  amazed  at  any 
Man's  thinking  (lightly  of  them.    Hilary  well 
obferves  that  the  drift  and  defign  of  our  Savi- 
our*s  Words  was  to  declare  his  EauaVUy  of 
Nature  with  the  Father,  and  his  Sofijnip^  at  the 
fame  Time.    *  No  inferior  Nature  could  be 
capable  of  having  all  Things ;  nor  could  a  Son 
have  them  but  as  communicated.    So  that,  in 
the  whole,  it  is  diredly  oppofite  to  fuch  as 
cither  difovvn  an  Equality  of  Nature,  or  a  real 
Diftindion  j  wherefore  Hilary  concludes  trium* 
phantly,  both  againft  Brians  and  Sabelltans, 
iti  Words  very  remarkable,  which  I  lhall  throw 
into  the  f  Margin. 

But  you  add,  as  a  Recapitulation  of  what 
you  had  faid  upon  this  Article :  If  therefore 
to  be  freely  fent^  and  to  aB  in  the  Name  and 
by  the  Anthority  of  another,  be,  to  ajfume  an 

♦  Omnia  habere  fola  natura  poflit  indifTcrcnsj  ncquc  NativiUs 
^liquid  habere  pofTit.  niti  datum  lit,  ^.918 

f  Condafa  hint  omnia  advcrfum  Hxretici  Furoris  Tngenia.  Tihus 
^ft,  quia  ab  fe  nihil  potcft.   Dtm  eft,  quia  quaccunque  Pater  facir, 
^  ipfe  Eadem  facit.   Unum  funt,  quia  exequatur  in  Honore,  Ea- 
^ctnque  facit  non  alia.  Non  eft  Pater,  quia  mifTus  eft,  p.  919. 
b0}  Piqyi  (P  the  fme  furpo/e^  p.  ipi|>.  ii/-!. 

equality 
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equality  of  Honour  and  Regard  with  that 
other ^  by  whom  He  was  fent ;  we  muft  for 
ever  dejpair  to  underftand  the  meaning  of 
Words,  or  to  he  able  to  diftinguijh  between  a 
delegated^  and  a  Jufreme  underrved  Tower ^ 
{/.97.)  To  which  I  make  anfwer:  If  dedariDg 
Himfelf  to  be  the  frofer  Son  of  That  Other^ 
which  both  the  Jews  and  the  Afoftle  undei> 
flood  to  be  the  fame  with  making  Himfelf  equal 
with  Him:  If  his  claiming  to  Himfelf  the  tame 
Right,  Power,  and  Authority  which  the  Othte 
hath ;  and  aflerting  that  He  is  able  to  do  wham 
ever  the  Other  doth ;  and  that  the  exercife  of 
thole  Powers  is  left  to  Him,  for  this  very  end 
and  purpoie,  that  all  Men  may  honour  the 
One  even  as  they  honour  the  Other :  If  this  be 
not  afTuming  an  Equality  of  Honour  and  Rc« 
gard  with  that  Other ;  we  muft  ibr  ever  deipair 
to  underftand  the  meaning  of  Words,  or  to  be 
able  to  diftinguilh  between  what  is  proper  to  a 
Creature,  and  what  to  the  Creator  only. 

As  to  what  you  hint  concerning  a  delegated 
Power,  it  is  not  to  your  Purpofc ;  unlels  you 
could  prove  that  one  Peribn  cannot  be  delegate 
to  Another,  without  being  unequal,  in  nature^ 
to  Him;  which  would  prove  that  one  Man 
cannot  be  T>elegate  to  another  Man ;  befides 
other  Abfurdities.  Ading  by  a  delegated  Power 
does  by  no  means  infer  any  Inferiority  of  Nd-^ 
ture,  but  rather  the  quite  contrary ;  efpecially^ 
if  the  Charge  be  fuch,  as  no  inferior  Nature 
could  l^e  able  to  fuftain ;  or  if  the  Honour  at- 
tending 
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tending  it,  or  confeqaent  upon  it,  be  too  great 
ibr  an  inferior  Nature  to  tCGc.^S^e;  as  the 
Cafe  is  here.  However,  the  divine  Admi- 
AiftratioQ,  and  wonderful  oix^o/^iV  of  the 
Three  Perfons.  with  their  Order  of  Adtng,  is 
what  we  mud  not  prefume  perfedi)'  to  umier- 
ftand ;  Nor  can  any  certain  Argument  be  drawn 
igainfl  the  Thing,  from  our  imperfect  attd  in- 
lidtquate  Conceptions  of  it. 

If  it  be  objeded  that  there  is  a  Supremacy  of 
Order  lodged  in  One  more  than  in  the  Other; 
let  that  be  rightly  underftood,  and  I  fhall  not 
gainiay  it.  The  Father,  as  Father^  is  fih 
freme ;  and  the  Son,  as  Son,  fubordinate.  We 
fvetend  not  to  make  the  Son  the  Firft^  but  the 
Second  Perfbn  of  the  Godhead.  Whatever  in- 
equality of  Honour  fiich  a  Supremacy  of  One, 
ami  Subordination  of  the  Other  neceflari]y  im- 
ply, while  the  Nature  or  Effence  is  (uppofed 
tt^ualy  it  may  be  admitted :  But,  I  am  not  ap- 
prized that  they  infer  any ;  Becaufe,  tbo*  there 
*re  two  Perfons,  there  is  but  one  *  undivided 

^  Uoius  autero  Subdantix,  8c  Uafus  Status,  &  Wins  ToitftAtUt 
^iib  uhus  Deus.  TertulL  Comr.  Prax.  c.  2.  Vaius  DivmitMtb  Pater 
^  Films Jk  Spiritus  SaD^us.  Jd*      Pud.  c.  ai. 

Vtrtrtrat^fTttf^    Athcnag.  leg.  c.  15.  p.  64. 
,  Uium  &  Eandem  Omnipoteotiam  Patn's  ac  Pilit  eflfe  cogoofiati 
Scut  UAUI  atque  Idem  dk  cum  Patie  Deus  &  Doriuaut.  Orir* 
^  -A^^l.  1.  I.  c.  2.  ' 

M  ^1  im£m  J^V  wm^p,  i§  V<         ^Ait  i»6t  «$  W> 

m^i^.   Cyrill.  Catech.  6.  p.  77.  Ed.  Of. 

Qreg.  NyO:  0>ncr.  &4DQm«  /.  i«  14^ 
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Nature ;  whith  makes  the  Cafe  widely  different 
from  that  of  one  Man  (a  diftinft  and  fifataU 
Being)  ad-ing  under  Another. 

What  follows,  of  your  Aniwei  to  the  prefeiit 
Query,  is  only  ringing  Changes  u{)o6  the  old 
OEtje&ion,  drawn  froni  your  imaginary  Senie  of 
individual  Subftance.  And  here  you  let  yout 
Thoughts  rove,  and  abound  much  iu  Flight 
and  Fancy ;  conceiring  of  the  Trinity,  aft» 
the  manner  of  Bodies,  and  reafbning  from  coN 
poreal  and  (enfible  Imiiges.  A  blind  Man  Would 
thus  take  his  Noriob  of  Coloots,  perhaps  fWnfa 
his  tfeitring  or  Feeling ;  and  nlake  many  fan** 
cifui  Demonftrations  againft  the  7)ocfrine  of 
Vifion\  which  would  all  vaniih,upoti  the  open- 
ing of  his  Eyes.  Were  we  as  able  to  judge  of 
what  ifuky ,  or  may  not  be ,  in  relation  to 
the  Modus  of  the  divine  Ekiftence,  as  we  are 
to  judge  of  common  Matters,  lying  within  the 
Sphere  of  our  Capacity,  there  might  then  be 
fbme  force  in  the  Objedtons  made  againft  the 
Dodtrine  of  the  iTrinity  from  natural  Reafbn : 
But  fmce  many  Things,  efpecially  thofe  relating 

Totam  Piter,  Totum  poifidet  Filias:  Uniui  ef^quod  Amboruhi 
ells  quod  anos  pofllidet  SiDgulorum  eft}  Domino  ipfo  diceocc; 
OmniM  qitdCMqui  hubtt  Patir,  fnes  /nmi  quia  Pater  in  Filio,  2c 
Filius  manet  ih  Patre.'  Cut,  A^iBu  non  cindU'tontt  Cbaritstt  non 
ifiajfitsfe,  decore  fobjidtur,  per  Quern  Pater  Semper  honoratur. 
Denique  inauit:  ^go  ^  Futtr  unnm  [nmus.  Unde  non  d'tminut'tvat 
fed  ReUihfM,  ut  dixi,  fubjedione  eft  Fflius  Patri  fubjedus:  cum 
Originalis  perpetaique  lUgni  una  Pofleflio,  Co-aeternitatis  Omni** 
potentiaeque  utia  Subfttmia,  una  iBqualitas*  una  virtus  Majeftatis 
auguftx,  uniro  in  lumibe  unft  dignitas  retinetur.  Z^n.  Vmnin^.  cit* 
Z  B9^.  D.  t  p.  aM. 

to 
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to  the  iocomprehenfible  Nature  of  God,  may 
be  trae»  cho'  we  cannot  conceive  How ;  and  it 
may  be  only  oar  Ignorance^  which  occafions 
loine  appearing  Inconfiftencies ;  we  dare  not  re- 
jed:  a  Do(flrine  fo  well  iupported  by  Scripture 
and  Antiquity,  upon  fo  precarious  a  Founda- 
tion as  this;  That  Human  Underjlanding  is 
the  menfure  of  all  Truth :  Which  is  what  all 
Objedions  of  that  kind,  at  length,  lefblve 
into. 

This  being  premised,  let  us  next  proceed  to 
examine  your  Pretences,  that  I  may  not  ieem  to 
negled  any  thing  you  have,  that  but  looks  like 
teafoning.  The  §hery  had  intimated,  that  the 
Son  derives  his  Euence  and  Power,  in  a  man- 
ner ineffable.  Againft  which  you  obJe<^  thus: 
But  is  it  not  Self-evident  that,  let  the  man* 
Ber  of  the  Son's  Generation  or  derivation  be 
ever  Jo  ineffable,  //any  Thing  was  generated, 
§r  derived,  it  muft  be  a  diftind  individual 
Subfiancel  No;  but  we  think  it  fufficient  to 
&yr  that  it  muft  be  a  didind  individual  Ver- 
Jon.  All  the  difficulty  here  lies  in  fixing  and 
determining  the  Senfe  of  the  words  individual 
Subjiance.  Would  you  but  plcafe  to  define  the 
Terms,  we  fbould  fbon  fee  what  we  have  to  do. 
But  you  go  on :  It  eould  not  be  fart  of  the 
father's  Subfiance ;  That  is  abfurd:  and  to 
fiVjf,  it  was  the  whole,  is  fo  flagrant  a  Con- 
tradiBion,  that  I  quefiion  whether  there  can 
ke  a  greater  in  the  nature  and  reafon  of 
Things.    Can  the  fame  individual  Sul^ftanc^.  be 

derived. 
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derived,  and  underived?  Or,  can  there  be  a 
CommanicatioD,  and  nothiDg  communicated? 
Fw^  it  is  fuffofed,  that  the  whole  Effence^ 
or  Suhfiance^  is  communicated  to  the  Son* 
and  yet  remains  whole  and  uncommunicared» 
in  the  Father ;  which  is  evidently  to  be,  and^ 
not  to  be,  at  the  fame  Time.  This  is  your 
reafbning,  founded  only  on  your  miflake  and 
miiapprehenfion :  By  Fathe?%  Subftance^  as 
it  feems,  you  underftand  the  Father's  Hypo^ 
ftajls^  or  Terfin ;  and  are  proving,  very  ela»- 
borately,  that  the  Father  never  communicated 
his  o^nHyfoftafa,  oxTerfon^  either  in  whole ^ 
or  in  fart.  You  Ihould  firft  have  Ihown  us 
what  Body  of  Men,  or  what  *  fingle  Man,  ever 
taught  that  Dodrine,  which  you  take  fo  much 
Pains  to  confute.  Let  me  nowpropofeadificulty 
much  of  the  fame  kind,  and  nearly  in  the  fame 
Words,  to  you;  only  to  convince  you  that 
Objedions  of  this  Namre  are  not  peculiar  to 
the  Dodrine  of  the  Trinity,  but  affed  other 
points  iikcwife,  whoie  Truth  or  Certainty  you 
make  no  manner  of  doubt  of  What  I  mean 
to  inftance  in,  is  God's  tmnif  re  fence :  That, 
God,  the  ftme  individual  God,  is  every  where, 
yotfi  readily  allow;  and  alfo  that  ih^ Subjiance 
of  God,  is  God.  Now,  will  you  pleafc  to  tell 
me,  whether  that  divine  Subjiance  which  fills 
Heaven,  be  the  fame  individualSv\>{i^nct  with 
That  which  filleth  all  Things.    If  it  be  not 

*  As  to  your  gird  ufvn  TerlullGui,  in  )QHr  Hotis,  I  rtfir  you  to 
Bull.  D.  F.  p.     .  /#r  m  Anfmtr. 

the 
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the  fme  individual  Subji^nce  (as  by  your 
reafbntog  it  cannot)  it  reioains  only  that  it  be 
Jj^cificalh  the  fame;  an4  then  the  Confe- 
quence  is,  that  you  nxake  Qot  one  Subftance  in 
9Uimber^  bat  many\  the  very  thing  which  you 
C^ge  the  Dodrine  of  the  Trinity  with.  Bot 
&rther,  the  divine  Subftance  is  in  Heaven; 
that  is  without  Queftion :  jNow»  I  as|c,  whe- 
ther the  Subftance  which  fills  jl^eaven,  jbe  fart 
<mly  of  that  SubftaQce,  or  whole.  If 
it  be  farf  only ,  then  God  i?  not  in  Hea- 
ven, but  a  fart  of  God  only ;  and  the  Atrri- 
buces  belonging  to  the  whole  ^ubftjince,  cannot 
all  be  contrad;ed  into  any  one  far^^  wiij^out 
defrauding  the  other  parts  \  and  thetefiue^tlieie 
can  be  only  fart  of  infinite  Power,  fart  of 
infinite  Wildom,  fart  of  infinite  ICoowledgc, 
and  lb  for  any  other  Attribute.  For  if  you  fay, 
that  the  whole  infinite  Wifdom,  Power,  ®f. 
refiding  in  the  whole ^  is  common  to  every  part, 
it  is  (to  ufe  your  own  Words)  Jo  flagrant  a 
Contradiction,  that  I  queftion  whether  there 
can  be  a  greater  in  the  nature  and  reajen  of 
Things.  Can  the  lame  individual  Power,  Wtf- 
dom,  ^c.  be  communicated,  and  not  commu- 
rnicated?  Or,  can  there  be  a  Communicatum 
and  nothing  communicated!  For,  it  is  fuppofcd 
that  the  whole  fVifdom,  Tower,  &c.  is  com- 
^municated,  to  one  particular  part;  and  yet  it- 
mains  whole  and  uncommunicated  in  the  other 
parts ;  which  is  evidently  to  be,  and  not  to  be 
at  the  fame  Time.    If  you  tell  me  that,  fart 

and 
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and  whole  are  not  properly  applied  to  fFifdm^ 
Tower ^  &c.  I  ;(hall  tell  you  again*  that  They 
arc  (for  any  thiui?  Yon,  or  I  know)  as  froferl^ 
appUed  to  the  Attributes^  as  they  arc  to  the 
Subject  \  and  belong  to  Both,  or  Neither.  And 
fincc  you  are  pleafed  to  talk  of  fsrts  and 
uAoU  of  God's  Subftancc,  of  which  you  kiloVir 
httlCt  give  me  leave  to  talk  in  the  fame  way^ 
where  I  know  as  little.  The  kamed  Do&o€ 
scpjcfoits  it  as  a  great  Solecijin  to  (peak  of  an 
*  Kll^  or  a  Mile  of  Qoncioufnefs.  He  may  be 
right  in  his  Obfervation :  But  the  natural  Coor 
(eqaencc  deducible  from  it,  is,  that  Thought 
is  not  compatible  with  an  extended  Sid)Jec^« 
For  there  is  nothing  more  unintelligible,  or,  leem* 
jagly  at  leaft,  more  repugnant,  than  uneictended 
Attributes  in  a  Subjed  extended:  And  many 
may  think  that  an  Ell^  or  a  Mile  of  God 
(which  is  the  Dodor's  Notion)  is  as  great  a 
Solectfin  as  the  other.  Perhaps,  after  all,  ic 
would  be  beft  for  Both  of  us  to  be  filcnt,  where 
we  have  really  nothing  to  lay :  But  as  you  have 
begun,  I  mu(l  go  on  with  the  Argument,  abouc 
the  Omni^re fence ^  a  little  farther.  Well,  if  it 
cannot  be  part  only  of  the  divine  Subftance, 
which  is  in  Heaven,  fince  God  is  There,  and 
fince  all  the  Perfedions  and  Attributes  of  the 
Deity  have  There  their  foil  exercife;  let  m 
fay  that  the  whole  divine  Subftance  is  there. 
But  then  how  can  He  be  omniprefent?  Can  the 
fame  individual  Subftance  be  confin'd^  and  urn- 
eonfined?  Or  can  there  be  a  diffujm  of  it 
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every  where,  and  yet  nothinjt  diffufed%  For  it 
is  (appofed  that  the  whole  E^nce  or  Subftance 
is  dimifed  all  over  the  Univerie,  and  yet  re^ 
mains  whole  and  undifHiled  in  Heaven.  Which^ 
i^ain,  is  evidently  to  be,  and  not  to  be,  at 
the  fame  time. 

I  ihould  hardly  forgive  my  (elf,  upon  any 
other  occadon^  inch  trifling  in  ferious  Things. 
If  you  take  to  this  kind  of  reafoning,  (which 
is  really  not  reafoning^  but  running  riot  with 
Fancy  and  Imagination^  about  Matters  infi- 
nitely furpading  human  Comprehenfion;  you 
will  make  lamentable  work  of  it.  You  may  go 
on,  till  you  reafon,  in  a  manner,  God  out  of 
his  Attributes,  and  your  felf  out  of  your  Faith; 
and  not  know  at  laft  where  to  flop.  For,  in- 
deed, all  Arguments,  of  this  kind,  are  as 
ftrong  for  Atbeijm,  as  They  are  againd  a 
Trinity :  Wherefore  it  concerns  you  icrioufly 
to  reflc<a,  what  you  are  doing.  This,  and  the 
like  Confiderations  have  made  the  wileft  and 
cooleft  Men  very  cautious  how  they  lifteii'd  to 
the  rovings  of  wanton  Thought,  in  Matters 
above  Human  Comprehenfion.  The  pretended 
Contradictions,  now  revived  by  many,  againft 
the  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  are  very  old  and 
trite.  They  were  Jong  ago  objected  to  the 
Chriftians,  by  the  Heathen  Idolaters.  They 
almoft  turn'd  the  Heads  of  Traxeas^  Noetus^ 
Sabellius^  Mantchaus  ^  Vaul  of  Samofata\ 
not  to  mention  Arlus^  Neftorius^  Eutyches^ 
and  other  Antient  Hercticks.    The  Catbolicks 


were 
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were  fenfible  of  them ;  But  having  well  con* 
fider'd  them.  They  found  them  of  much  too 
(light  Moment,  to  bear  up  againfl:  the  united 
Force  of  Scripture  and  Tradition.  The  Dddrine 
of  the  Trinity,  with  all  its  (ceming  Contra- 
didions,  has  flood  the  Teft,  not  only  of  what 
Human  Wit  could  do,  by  way  of  Dilpute ;  but 
of  all  that  Rage  and  Malice  could  contrive, 
throi^h  a  Perlecution  almoft  as  Bitter  and  Viru- 
lent, as  any  that  had  ever  been  under  Heathen 
Emperors.  This  is  to  me  an  additional  Confirma* 
tion,  that  the  Dodrine  we  proiefs  is  no  fiich 
grois  Impofition  upon  the  common  Senfe  and 
Reafbn  of  Mankind,  as  is  pretended^  It  was 
neither  Force,  nor  Interefl,  that  brought  it  in ; 
nor  that  hath  Hnce,  fb  univerlally,  upheld  it: 
And  Men  are  not  generally  (uch  Idiots  as  to 
love  Contradidions  and  Repugnancies,  only  for 
Humor  or  Wantonnefs,  when  Trath  and  Confifl* 
ency  are  much  better,  and  may  be  had  at  as 
eaiy  a  rate.  The(e  Reflexions  have  carried  me 
rather  too  far :  But  They  may  have  their  ufc 
among  fuch  Readers  as  know  little  of  the  Hi- 
ftory  of  this  Controverfy ;  or  how  long  It  had 
been  buried ;  till  it  pleafed  (bme  amongfl  Us  to 
call  it  up  again,  and  to  drefs  it  out  with  much 
Art  and  Finejfe\  to  take  the  Populace,  and 
to  beguile  the  Englijh  Reader.    Many  Things 


Me  to  purfue  You,  what  way  foever  You  Ihould 
take.    You  was  more  at  Liberty :  My  Method 


have  fallen  under  this  ^ery^  which 
belonged  not  to  it.    But  it  was  nco 


is  determined  by  Your's. 


X 


Query 
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Whether  the  T)oBor  need  have  cited  300 
T exts,  wide  of  the  furfoje,  to  frove  what 
no  Body  denies,  namely^  a  Subordination, 
in  fome  Senfe^  of  the  Son  to  the  Father; 
^ould  He  have  found  but  one  flain  Text 
againft  His  Eternity  or  Confubftantiality. 
the  Joints  in  ^ejiion? 

YOUR  Anlwer  to  this  is  very  Ihort,  not 
to  fay  negligent.  You  fay,  if  the 
Hor's  300  Texts  frove  a  real  Subordination, 
and  not  in  name  only,  the  foint  is  gained  a- 
gainft  the  ^eriji^s  Notion  of  Individual  Con- 
liibftantiality ;  unlefs  the  fame  individual  in- 
teUigent  Subjtance  can  be  Subordinate  to  it 
felf  and  Confubftantial  with  it  felf  Here 
you  are  again  Doubling  upon  the  word.  In- 
dividual.  The  §luerifl  never  had  fiich  a 
Notion  as  that  of  ferfonal  Confubftantiality, 
which  is  Ridiculous  in  the  Sound,  and  Contra- 
dxGtxon  in  Senfe ;  and  yet  you  are  conftantly 
putting  this  upon  the  ^ertjl,  and  honouring 
Him  with  your  own  Prelumptions.  Let  me 
again  ihow  you,  how  unfair  and  difingenuous 
this  Method  is.  Do  not  you  fay  that  the  lame 
individual  Subjtance  is  prefent  in  Heaven,  and, 
at  the  fame  time,  filleth  all  Things.?  That  it 
pervades  the  Sun,  and,  at  the  feme  time,  fene- 

,  f  Ckrh^%  Reply,  p.  7. 

trates 
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(rates  the  Moon  alfo  ?  I  might  as  reafonably 
argue  that  you,  by  fuch  Pofitions,  make  the 
/ime  individual  Subftance  greater  and  Icfs  than 
it  felf,  remote  and  diftant  from  it  felf,  higher 
and  lower  than  it  felf,  to  the  right  and  to  the 
left  of  it  felf,  containing  and  contained,  bound- 
ed and  unbounded,  as  you  can  pretend  to 
draw  thofe  odd  furprizing  Confequences  upon 
the  §^erift.  Would  not  you  tell  me.  in  an- 
(wer,  that  I  misinterpreted  your  Scnfe  of  indi- 
vidua/,  and  took  advantage  of  an  ambiguous 
Expreflion?  Let  the  fame  Anfwer  ferve  for  US} 
and  you  may  hereafter  fpare  your  Readers  the 
diverfion  of  all  that  unmanly  trifling  with  an 
equivocal  Word.  But  enough  of  this  Matter. 
I  might  have  expeded  of  you,  in  your  Reply 
to  this  Query,  one  Text  or  two  to  difprovc 
thtSovLS  Eternity,  ^xAConfubftantiality,  and 
to  fupply  the  Deficiency  of  the  Dodor's  Trea- 
tile:  But  fmce  you  have  not  thought  fit  to 
favor  me  with  any,  I  muft  ftill  believe  that  the 
Doiflor's  300  Texts,  rho*  very  wide  of  the  pur- 
pofe,  are  all  we  are  to  expcd ;  being  defign'd, 
inftead  of  real  Proof,  to  carry  fome  Show  and 
Appearance  of  it,  that  they  may  feem  to  make 
m>  in  Number,  what  they  want  in  Weight.  All 
that  the  learned  Dodor  proves  by  his  300  Texts, 
or  more,  is  only  that  the  Son  is  Subordinate 
to  the  Father:  Whether  as  zSon,  or  as  a  Crea^ 
ture,  appears  not.  However,  the  tacit e  Con- 
clufion  which  the  Dodor  draws  from  it,  and 
infinuates  carefully  to  his  Reader,  is,  that  the 
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Son  is  not  ftridly  and  ejfentially  God ;  but  a 
Creature  only.  This  Inference  we  deny  ut- 
terly ;  alledging  that  a  Subordination  may  be, 
and  may  be  underlbood,  between  two  Peribns. 
without  the  Suppofition  of  any  Inferiority  of 
Nature :  But  all  the  Anfwer  we  can  get  to  this 
is,  that  *  Nature  and  E fence  are  obfcure  Me- 
tafhyjical  Notions  (which  is  neither  true,  nor 
to  the  purpofe ,  nor  confidently  pleaded  by 
one  who  builds  fo  much  upon  Self-exiftence^ 
a  Metaphyjical  Term,  the  word  Equivocal^ 
and  the  Notion  fufficienrly  obfcure.)  And  thus, 
as  loon  as  the  learned  Do(^or  comes  up  to  the 
pinch  of  the  Queftion,  not  being  willing  to  own 
the  Force  of  what  is  urged,  He  very  wifely  dif- 
fembles  it,  and  goes  off  in  a  mift  of  Words. 

I  cannot  but  take  notice,  upon  this  occafion, 
of  your  charging  us  frequently,  in  an  invidious 
Manner,  with  the  ufc  we  make  of  Metaphy- 
Jical  Terms.  I  know  no  realbn  you  have  for  it» 
except  it  be  to  anticipate  the  Charge,  as  being 
confcious  to  your  felves  how  notorioufly  you 
offend  in  this  kind.  Any  Man,  that  is  acquaint- 
ed with  the  Hiftory  ot  Arianifm  knows  that 
its  main  Strength  lay  in  Logical  and  Metaphy- 
fical  Subtiltics.  The  Faith  of  the  Church  was 
at  firft,  and  might  be  ftill,  a  plain,  eafy,  fimple 
Thing ;  did  not  its  Adveriaries  endeavor  to  per- 
plex and  puzzle  it  with  Thilofofhical  Niceties, 
and  minute  Inquiries  into  the  Modus  of  what 
they  cannot  comprehend.    The  firft  Chriftians 

•  l^tfy,  p.  17.  19.  lU 
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cafily  believed  that  Father,  Son,  and  Holy-Ghoft^ 
into  whom  They  were  baptized,  and  whom 
They  worjhifd,  were  equally  ^tvine\  without 
troubling  themfelves  about  the  manner  of  it,  or 
the  reconciling  it  with  thei?  Belief  in  one  God. 
As  Men  generally  believe  that  God  fore- knows 
every  thing,  and  that  Man  notwithllanding  is  a 
free  Agent,  (fcarce  one  perhaps  in  a  Thoufand 
concerning  Himfelf  how  to  reconcile  thele  two 
Pofitions,  or  being  at  all  apprehenfive  of  any 
difficulty  in  it)  fo,  probably,  the  plain  honeft 
Chriftians  believed  every  Perfon  to  be  God,  and 
all  bat  one  God ;  and  troubled  not  their  Heads 
with  any  nice  Speculations  about  the  Modus 
of  it.    This  leems  to  have  been  the  artlefs  Sim- 
plicity of  the  primitive  Chriftians,  till  prying 
and  pretending  Men  came  to  ftart  Difficulties, 
and  raife  Scruples,  and  make  Difturbance ;  and 
then  it  was  neceflary  to  guard  the  Faith  of  the 
Church  againft  fuch  Cavils  and  Impertinencies 
as  began  to  threaten  it.  Thilofophy  and  Meta- 
phyficks  were  called  in  to  it's  Afliftance ;  but 
not  till  Hereticks  had  Ihown  the  way,  and 
made  it  in  a  manner  neceflary  for  the  Catho- 
licks  to  encounter  Them  with  their  own  Wea- 
pons.   Some  new  Terms,  and  particular  Ex- 
flications  came  in  by  this  means ;  that  iiich  as 
had  a  mind  to  Corrupt  or  Deftroy  the  Faith, 
might  be  defeated  in  their  Purpoles.    It  was 
needlefs  to  lay  that  Generation  was  without 
Divifion,  while  no  Body  fufpcded  or  thought 
pf  any  Divifion  in  the  Cafe :  But  after  Here^ 

X  3 
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ticks  had  invidioufly  reprcfentcd  the  Catholicks 
as  afferting  a  Divijion,  it  was  high  time  for 
the  Catholicks  to  refent  the  Injury,  and  to 
deny  the  Charge.    There  was  no  occafion  for 
the  mentioning  of  Three  Hyfojlafes.  till  luch 
as  Traxeas,  Noetus,  and  SabelliuSy  had  pre- 
tended to  make,  one  Hypoftafis^  an  Article  of 
Faith ;  drawing  many  very  Novely  and  dangerous 
Confequcnces  from  their  prime  Pofition.  The 
ciJiOHoxo^  it  felf  might  have  been  fpareds  at  lead, 
out  of  the  Creeds,  had  not  a  fraudulent  abufe 
of  good  words  brought  Matters  to  that  pais, 
that  the  Catholick  Faith  was  in  danger  of  be- 
ing loft,  even  under  Catholick  Language.  To  re- 
turn to  our  Point :  There  would  be  no  occafion 
now  for  diftinguilhing  between  Subordination 
of  Order  and  of  Nature,  were  it  not  manife(l 
how  much  the  Catholick  Faith  may  be  endan- 
gered by  the  endeavors  of  Some,  to  flip  one  up- 
on us  for  the  other.    Such  as  know  any  thing 
of  fair  Controvcr(y,  n>ay  juftly  exped  of  you, 
that  you  fiipport  your  Caufe,  not  by  repeating 
and  inculcating  the  word  Subordinate  (as  if 
there  was  a  charm  in  Syllables,  or  Men  were 
to  be  led  away  by  Sounds)  but  by  prov- 
ing, in  a  rational  manner,  that  all  Subordina- 
tion implies  fuch  an  Inferiority  as  you  contend 
for.    If  this  can  be  done,  the  Dodor's  300 
Texts  (which  are  very  good  Texts,  and  have 
undoubtedly  an  excellent  meaning)  may  appear 
flfp  to  be  pertinent  to  the  Caufe  in  Hand. 
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Q^U  E  R  Y  XXI. 

Whether  He  he  not  for<^d  to  fupply  his  want 
of  Serif  ture  proof  by  very  ftraitfd  and  re- 
mote Inferences^  and  very  uncertain  Rea- 
Jbnings  from  the  Nature  of  a  Things  con- 
feffealy^  obfcure  and  above  Comfrehenfion ; 
and  yet  not  more  fo  than  God's  Eternity, 
Ubiquity,  Prelcicnce,  or  other  Attributes^ 
which  we  are  obliged  to  acknowledge  for 
certain  Truths  1 

TO  the  former  part  of  the  Query,  you 
anfwer  direttly  in  the  Negative.  To 
which  I  rejoin,  that  I  (lill  maintain  the  Affir- 
mative, and  can  readily  make  it  good.  The 
Doctor's  infinuating  from  the  300  Texts  (which 
ftile  the  Father  God  abfolutely,  or  the  one  God) 
that  the  Son  is  not  (Iridly  and  ejfentially  God, 
not  one  God  with  the  Father,  is  a  (Irain'd  and 
remote  Inference  of  his  own ;  not  warranted  by 
Scripture,  nor  countenanced  by  Catholick  Anti- 
quity ;  but  Contradidory  to  Both.  Befides  this, 
I  mud  obferve  to  you,  that  the  main  Strength 
of  the  Dod:or's  Caule  lies,  firft,  in  his  giving  ei- 
ther a  *  Sabellian,  or  Tritheiftick  turn  (admit- 
ting t  no  Medium)  to  the  Catholick  Doctrine  ; 
and  then  charging  it  with  Confufion  of  Terfons^ 

*  Sii  Infiancis^  Seript. Dodr. p.  99.  f  oi.  193.  ^x6*^6^*  firft  Ed. 

Reply  p.  5^.38.^1.^3.  93.  111. 
t  Script.  Do^r.  p.  86*  iji.  41^.  45a  435'.  437.  441.  447445'j'. 
465*.   firft  £d> 

X  4  Toi^. 


304     ^DEFENSE       Qo.  XXI. 

Tolythelfin,  Non-fenfe.ox  Contradi6fion.  Take 
away  That,  to  which  his  conftaDt  refort  is, 
whenever  He  comes  to  the  pinch  of  the  Quc- 
ftion,  and  there  will  be  little  left  coniiderable. 
He  fliows  his  Reader  Zr/VA^//fer,  and  He  fhows 
Him  Sabellianifm  (keeping  the  Cat holici  Do- 
ferine,  which  is  Neither,  out  of  fight)  and  then 
recommends  Arlanljm  (  difguifed )  to  Him,  as 
the  bcft  of  the  Three.    Now,  fince  the  Catho- 
lick  Dodrinfe,  has  been  generally  thought  diffe- 
rent from  any  of  the  Three,  and  more  follow- 
ed than  all  the  reft  put  together,  it  ought  to 
have  been  fairly  prelented,  in  company  with 
the  other;  that  fo  the  Reader,  having  all  the 
Four  before  Him,  might  be  th«  more  able  to 
pals  a  right  Judgment  of  Them.    You  will  fre- 
quently find  the  learned  Dodor  combating  the 
CathoUck  Faith  under  the  difguile  of  SahelU- 
anijm,  as  if  there  was  no  Difference  between 
them  ;  Or  if  it  be  at  all  diftinguifh'd  from  Sa- 
bellianijm^  it  immediately  commences  7r/- 
theijm ;  and  a  plurality  of  Co-ordinate  Perfons 
is  inevitable  with  the  learned  Do(3:or:  This 
is  the  Sum  of  his  Perft)rmance.    Serif  ture,  in- 
deed, is  brought  in,  and  Fathers  too,  which 
is  ftill  more  furprizing:  But  the  whole,  in  a 
manner,  is  this  one  Syllogijh. 

If  the  Son  be  Confubftantial  with  God  the 
Father,  He  muft  be  either  individually  or  fpt- 
tifically  for  But  the  former  is  Sabellianifin, 
the  latter  Tritheift^,  Both  abfurd;  There- 
fore.  C^r.'^-^' 
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The  learned  Dodor  very  well  knows,  how 
eafy  it  would  be  to  match  this  Sylhgifin^  or 
Sophijin,  with  others  of  the  like  kind,  againft 
Omnipr e fence ^  Eternity^  Trefcience^  and  even 
Self-exiftence :  which,  in  reverence  to  the  Sub- 
jed^,  and  for  prudential  Reafbns,  I  forbear; 
ibrry  to  find  the  Caufe  put  upon  fuch  a  way  of 
reafbning,  as  tends  to  undermine  ibmething 
more  than  the  Dodirine  of  the  Trinity.  But 
I  proceed. 

To  give  the  better  Colour  to  his  Charge  of 
Tritbeijmy  the  Dodor  *  every  where  takes 
it  for  granted  (which  was  the  only  way,  when 
it  could  not  be  proved  )  that  God  the  Son 
cannot  be  really  diftind,  and  ftridly  divine 
too,  unlcls  He  be  Co-ordinate,  in  all  Relpeds, 
with  the  Father ;  which  would  be  contrary  to 
the  Suppofirion  of  his  being  a  Son,  and  fecond 
Perfon.  Two  Co  ordinate  Perlbns,  it  feems.  They 
mud  be ;  or  elfe  one  of  them  mud  inevitably 
be  a  Creature:  This  is  plainly  his  meaning, 
however  dudioufly  He  avoids  the  word  Crea^ 
ture;  chufing  rather  to  infinuate  covertly,  what 
is  too  grois  to  appear  in  broad  Terms.  The 
whole,  you  fee,  terminates  in  a  ^hilo/bfhical 
Quedion:  And  what  occafion  have  we  for 
Scripture,  or  Fathers  (except  it  be  to  amufe 
our  Readers)  if  Thilofopby  can  fo  eafily  end 
the  Difpute  ?  For  it  is  very  certain  that  neither 
Scripture  nor  Fathers  can  add  force  to,  if 
^onatrring ;  nor,  if  reclaiming,  be  able  to  dand 

Script.  Doar,  p.  8^.4tr4|o.4j]f.  441.447.455.465.  firft  Ed, 
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againft,  clear  and  evident  Demonftradoii.  Bat 
^emonftratioH  is  the  thing  wanting:  As  to 
Vre/iimptions^  and  Conje6iures^  we  are  io  no 
Pain  about  them.  I  £ball  have  a  farther  oc- 
cafion  to  conHder  the  Charge  of  Tritheijm 
hereafter;  and  therefore,  difmifling  it  for  the 
prefent,  ihall  return  to  the  Bufinefs  of  the 

To  the  latter  part  of  it  you  anfwer,  that 
Go^s  Attributes  are  fo  far  from  bein^  above 
Comprehenfion,  that  they  are  all  ftrt^ly  de- 
monftrable  by  Reafon.  You  was  fenfibk  this 
was  wide ;  and  therefore  very  juftly  correded 
it,  in  the  Words  immediately  following.  But 
I  am  wiUing  to  Juppofe{\\G^  could  you  make 
any  doubt  of  it?)  That  the  Author  meant, 
that  the  Mannbr  of  their  Exiftence  in  the 
divine  Nature^  is  above  Comfrehenjion ;  and 
Jo  indeed  it  is.  Very  well ;  and  yet  you  be- 
lieve the  reality  of  thofe  Attributes.  Why 
then  fb  unequal  and  partial,  with  refpe<a  to 
the  Trinity,  the  cafe  being  exadly  the  fame  ? 
Why  may  not  the  Thing  be  true,  though  the 
Manner,  or  Modus  of  it,  be  above  Com- 
prehenfion?  You  add,  Tho"  the  manner  of 
the  Son's  T>erivation  is  above  Comprehenjion, 
yet  his  real  Subordination  is  ftrihly  demon- 
firable^  p.  99. 

Tantamne  Rem  tam  negligent er? 
Here  the  Argument  was,  in  a  manner,  brought 
to  a  Head;  and  the  Fate  of  the  Controverfy 
depended  on  this  Article.  Here  you  had  a  fair 

Oppor- 
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Opportunity  given  you  of  laying  on  yow 
Ciuurge  of  Contradidioqs,  if  you  had  any  you 
could  depend  on ;  and  of  clearing  God's  Attri« 
butes  (particularly,  the  Three  mentioned)  from 
beii^  liable  to  the  lame,  or  the  like  Charge. 
But,  inftead  of  this,  you  walk  calmly  off  with 
one  Sentence;  in  which,  to  be  plain  with  you, 
it  will  be  hard  to  find  either  Weight,  or  Per- 
tinency. If  you  mean,  by  real  Suhordination^ 
the  Sid>ordination  of  a  Creature  to  God ;  or  of 
one  Peribn  inferior  in  Nature  to  another  of 
a  higher,  Juferior,  or  more  per feSi  Nature; 
it  is  not  demonftrable  from  Scripture ;  noj:  can 
it  any  way  be  proved:  If  you  mean  any 
thing  elie,  it  is  not  pertinent. 

You  are  lb  kind  as  to  allow  the  Manner  of 
the  Son's  derivation,  or  Generation,  to  be 
above  Comfrehenjion.  The  Eunomians,  your 
Predeceffors  in  this  Controverfy ,  *  thought 
(and  They  thought  right)  that,  in  order  to  tap- 
port  their  Caule,  it  would  be  neceflary  to  at 
firm  the  Nature  of  God  to  be  Comfrehenfible^ 
or  not  above  Human  Comprehenfion ;  and 
therefore  it  is  that  f  Thiloftorgius  ceniiires  Eu-^ 
fehius  for  clofmg  in  with  the  contrary  Opi- 
nion. You  are  more  modeft ;  They  more  con- 
fident :  For,  indeed,  this  Controverfy ,  manag'd 
upon  the  Foot  of  meer  Reafbn,  terminates  at 
length  in  that  fingle  Queftion,  whether  the 

*  Epiph.  Hxref.  76.  p.  916.  Socrat.  E.  H.  I.  4*  c.  ^.  p.  175. 
Theodorit.  Harret.  Fab.  !•  4.  €.3,  Cyril  Alex.  Tbefaur.  p.  i6ou 
Ed.  Parif.     Chryfoft.  Horn.  27.  Tom.  i.  p.  507. 

t  Philoftorg.  lib.  i.  p.  1^68.  K4«  Vtlef. 
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Ejfence  of  God  be  above  Comprehemjion^  or  w. 
The  Cat  ho  licks  flood  up  for  the  Affirmattoe\ 
rhe  wiier,  but  bolder  Avians  maintain'd  the 
Negative:  And  this  is  what,  if  yoa  under- 
(land  your  own  Principles,  and  will  be  at  die 
Pains  to  trace  Them  to  the  lad  refolt,  yool 
be  obliged  to  take  Shelter  in,  or  to  give  op 
your  Cauie,  fb  far  as  concerns  all  Arguments 
drawn  from  the  Nature  and  Reafbn  of  the 
Thing.  Some  of  our  Englifh  Socintans  have 
cxprefs'd  Themfelves  as  roundly,  upon  this  Head, 
as  any  of  the  Antient  Arians,  or  Eunom$4MS  \ 
declaring  the  divine  Nature  to  be  no  more  My- 
fierious  than  that  of  his  Creatures.  Such  At 
fertions  are  fhocking;  but  there  is  a  neceflity 
for  them,  if  fbme  Men  will  be  confifient,  and 
ingenuous  enough  to  fpeak  out.  They  wooki 
not  advance  fuch  bold  Paradoxes,  if  They  were 
not  forced  to  it. 

Before  I  leave  this  ^ery,  it  will  be  pr<M)er 
to  acquaint  our  Readers  what  we  mean  by  be- 
lieving Myjieries.  For  I  find  that  this  is  a 
Matter  which  is  apt  to  give  great  Offence,  and 
to  occafion  many  fad  and  tragical  Complaints. 
*  Dr.  fVhitby  is  one  of  the  mofl  confideraUe 
Men  that  1  have  obferved  giving  into  that  po- 
pular way  of  Reafoning,  which  had  been  for- 
merly left  (as  it  ought  to  be  flill)  to  Writers  of 
a  lower  Clafs.  He  is  very  much  difturbed  that 
any  thing  fbould  be  propofed  as  an  Article  of 
Faith,  which  is  not  to  be  underftood:  And 

?  Dif^uif.  Mtxieft.  Pr«f.  p.  19, 
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obTerves,  that  no  Man  in  his  fbber  Senfes  can 
give  his  affent  to  what  He  underftands  not; 
meaning,  underftands  not  at  all.  He  is  certain- 
ly very  right,  I  do  not  lay  pertinent,  in  the 
Remark :  And  I  may  venture  to  add,  that  no 
Man,  whether  fober^  or  otherwife,  can  do  it. 
For,  undoubtedly,  where  there  is  no  Idea^ 
there  can  be  no  Ailent;  becaufe  ajfenting  to 
nothings  is  the  very  fime  with  not  ajfenting. 
Thus  ^r>  we  are  perfedly  ^eed.  But  for  the 
clearing  up  of  this  Matter,  I  fhall  endeavor  to 
reduce  what  relates  to  it,  to  the  following 
Particulars,  as  (b  many  diftindi  Cales. 

I.  Let  the  firft  Cafe  be,  where  the  Terms  of 
a  Propofition,  Subject  and  Predicate  (or  either 
of  Them)  are  not  at  all  underftood  by  the  Per- 
fbn  to  whom  it  is  given.  For  inftance;  the 
Words,  Mene  mene  Tekel  ^)fharfin,  carried 
no  Idea  at  all  with  them,  till  the  Prophet  had 
interpreted  them ;  before  which  King  Beljhaz- 
s^r  could  give  no  AfTent  to  them.  The  lame 
is  the  cafe  of  any  Propofition  given  in  an  un- 
known Language,  or  in  fuch  words,  of  a  known 
Language,  as  a  Perfon  underftands  not.  Only, 
I  would  have  it  obferv'd,  that,  in  fiich  a  Ca^, 
a  Man  neither  admits  nor  rejedls  the  Tropofi- 
tion ;  becaufe  to  Him  it  is  no  Trofojltion,  but 
mcerly  Sounds  or  Syllables. 

z.  A  fecond  Cafe  is,  when  the  Propofition  is 
given  in  a  Language  well  underftood,  and  in 
Words  which  ordinarily  convey  Ideas  to  the 

Mind; 
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Mind;  bat  Words  fo  put  together,  in  that  In*  i 
ftance,  as  to  fumiih  us  with  no  certain  and  de-  y 
terminate  Meaning.    A  late  Anonymous  Writer  [ 
has  hit  upon  a  very  proper  Example  of  this  | 
very  Cafe,    jf  fFoman  ought  to  have  Vower 
on  her  Head^  becaufe  of  the  Angels.  The 
Words,  fVoman^  Tower^  Head^  Angels,  arc  \ 
all  plain  Words,  and  carry  with  Them  obvioos  ; 
familiar  Ideas.    And  yet  a  Man  may  have  no 
Idea  of  what  is  afTerted  in  that  Propontion; 
and  therefore  can  give  no  aflent  to  it»  more 
than  this;  that  it  is  true  in  fbmeSenfe  or  other, 
or  that  fomething  ihould  be  believed*  if  He 
underftood  what:  which  is  not  aflenting  ro 
that  Propofirion,  but  to  Another  5  namely,  that 
whatever  Scripture  ajferts,  is  true.  The  afor?- 
iaid  Author  obfcrves,  very  flirewdly,  that  hav- 
ing no  certain  Ideas  of  the  Terms  of  the  Tr(h 
fojition,  it  is  to  'Him  a  Myjiery.    I  may  add, 
that  the  Tertinency  of  his  Obfcrvation  is  ano- 
ther liich  Myjiery ;  and  the  Jufticc  and  Equity 
of  his  drawing  a  Parallel  between  This,  and 
the  Myfteries  of  Chriflianity,  properly  fo  call- 
ed, mull  be  a  Myjiery  to  as  many  as  cannot 
perceive  either  the  Senfe  or  the  Ingenuity  of 
doing  it.  But, 

3.  Another  Cafe  may  be,  when  the  Terms  of 
a  Propofition  are  underftood,  but  are  fo  con- 
neded  or  divided,  as  to  make  a  Propofition 
manifeftly  repugnant.  A  Triangle  is  a  Square. 
A  Globe  is  not  round,  or  the  like.  Such  Pro- 
pofitions  we  rejc(Jl  j  not  bccaule  we  do  nor  un- 

detfliand 
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derftaDd  Them,  but  becaule  we  do ;  and  under- 
ftand  Them  to  be  Falfe.    Sometimes  indeed  a 
Contradidion  lies  concealed  under  the  Words  ic 
is  couchM  in,  till  it  be  reiblved  into  plainer. 
For  Inftance;  This  Propo(ition,  The  Exiftence 
ofa  FirJi'Caufeisdemanftrable,  a  priori:  As 
it  lies  under  thefe  Terms,  it  feems  reducible  to 
Cafe  the  Second ;  as  being  Sound  without  Senfe. 
Botrefblve  it  into  This;  There  is  aCaufe  prior 
to  the  Firji ;  and  then  the  *  Repugnancy  ap- 
pears.   So  again:  Neceffity  of  Exiftence  is 
antecedently  {in  order  of  Nature)  the  Cauje 
or  Ground  of  that  Exiftence.    Thefe  are  only 
ib  many  Syllables.   But  put  it  thus :  ji  pro-^ 
jperty  is^  in  order  of  Nature,  antecedent  to^ 
and  the  Ground  and  Caufe  of  the  Subjeh 
which  fufforts  it ;  and  the  Contradiction  is 
manifeft.    Once  more :  Neceffity  abfolute  and 
antecedent  (in  order  of  Nature)  to  the  Ex* 
iftence  of  the  Firft  Caufe,  tnuft  operate  every 
where  alike.    This  Propofition  feems  to  iaU 
under  Cafe  the  Second.    But  let  it  be  reiblved 
into  plainer  Words;  and  then  it  will  appear 
that  this  is  the  proper  place  for  it. 

4.  A  fourth  Cafe  is,  when  the  Terms  of  the 
Propofition  carry  Ideas  with  them,  fiemingly^ 
but  not  plainly  repugnant.  For  example :  God 
Certainly  foreknows  Events  depending  on  Un- 
certain Caufes.  The  omniprefent  Subftance  is 

Ckin.  Alez.  Strom*  p»  69^. 
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not  extended.  Propoficions  of  this  kind  may 
be,  and  are  afTented  to ;  becaufe  there  may  be 
a  greater  Appearance  of  Repugnancy  on  the 
oppofite  Side  of  the  Queftion;  or,  becaufe 
there  is  not  reafon  fumcient  for  fuipending 
Aflent. 

5.  A  fifth  Cafe  is,  when  a  Propofition  is 
formed  in  general  Terms,  and  reaches  not  to 
minute  Particulars.  The  fure  in  Heart  jhall 
fee  God.  The  Phrafe  of  feeing  God,  conveys 
fbme  Idea,  but  general  only;  not  particular, 
precife,  or  determinate.  At  Gods  right  Hand 
oreTleafures  for  evermore.  GoA'sright Hand, 
and  Tkafures,  we  have  only  general  confiife 
Ideas  of:  yet  Ideas  we  have;  and  we  aflent 
as  far  as  our  Ideas  reach.  Having  no  more 
than  a  general  confufe  Perception,  our  Faith  in 
iuch  Points  can  rife  no  higher,  or  reach  no  far- 
ther ;  nor  can  more  be  expedted  of  us. 

6.  A  fixth  Cafe  is,  when  the  Terms  of  a  Pro- 
pofition convey  Idea%,  but  Ideas  of  pure  In- 
telle£l ;  filch  as  Imagination  can  lay  no  hold 
of  Phiiofbphers  have  illufbated  this  by  the 
Inftance  of  a  Chiliagon  and  a  Triangle.  Wc 
underftand  what  is  meant  by  a  Figure  of  a 
Thoufand  Sides,  as  clearly,  as  we  do  what  is 
meant  by  one  of  Three  only :  But  we  imagine 
one  more  diflindly  than  the  other.  This  In- 
ftance belongs  more  properly  to  diJiinSt  and 
confufe  Imagination,  than  to  the  purpofc  it  is 
brought  for.  Ideas  of  Numbers,  in  the  Ab- 
ftraca,  are  properly  Ideas  of  pure  Intellect: 

And 
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And  fo  arc,  or  fhould  be,  our  I^/eas  of  our  owa 
Souls,  of  Angels,  of  God:  We  may  underjiand 
ievcral  Things  of  them ;  but  Imagination  has 
very  little  to  do  in  fuch  Matters.  However^ 
our  not  being  able  to  imagine^  provided  we  do 
but  underjiand,  is  no  hindrance  to  our  Aflcntt 
in  Propositions  of  this  kind. 
.  7.  The  laft  and  eafieft  Cafe  is,  when  the 
Terms  convey  fall  and  ftroog  Ideas  to  the  Vn^ 
derftanding  and  Imagination  alio.  For  inftance : 
The  Man  Chrift  Jefus  ate,  drank,  Jlep^  was 
crucified,  died,  and  was  buried,  &c  HerCt 
all  is  eafy,  clear,  and  plain,  even  to  Thole 
who  love  not  to  think  upon  the  Stretch,  or  to 
be  under  any  pain  in  Aflenting. 

Now  for  the  Application  of  the  foregoing 
Particulars  to  the  point  in  Hand.  Thofc  Ar- 
ticles of  Faith,  which  the  Church  has  called 
Myfieries,  belong  not  to  Cafe  the  firji  or  y?- 
cond,  wherein  no  Aflenc  can  be  given :  Or  if 
They  do,  They  are  no  Articles  of  Faith,  but 
fo  many  Sounds  or  Syllables.  It  is  to  be  hoped. 
They  come  not  under  Cafe  the  third :  Fof 
//^/»  Contradictions  are  certainly  noMyfteries^ 
any  more  than  flain  Truths)  as  is  juftly  ob« 
fcrved  by  the  learned  *  Dr.  Clarke.  For  the 
faifie  rezion.  They  fall  not  under  Cafi  the  /e^ 
njenth,  where  every  thing  is  (uppoled  diftind:, 
clear,  and  particular'  as  can  be  dedred.  What« 
ever  is  plainly  reducible  to  any  of  the  four 

★  Reply,    j8.  •  " 
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Cafes  now  mencioo'd,  is  either  no  Matter  of 
faith  at  all,  or  no  Myftery.  There  renuin 
three  Caies ;  where  the  Ideas  are  either  ieem- 
ingly  repugnant .  or  fuch  as  reach  not  to  Tar- 
ticulars,  or  fuch  as  Imagination  has  no  cod- 
with.  AflTent  may  be  given  in  all  thefe 
Cafes,  as  hath  been  already  obferved ;  and  fb, 
podibly,  here  we  may  find  Articles  of  Faith  : 
And,  if  fbme  Gentlemen  will  give  us  leave,  after 
we  have  thiis  explain'd  what  we  mean  by  the 
TVm,  we  will  call  fiich  Articles  Myjieries. 
for  Example. 

The  Belief  oi  Three  Ter fins  every  one  fiDg- 
ly  God^  and  All  together  one  God^  ieems  to 
fill  under  Gi/?  the  fourth:  The  Ideas  are  fiem- 
ingly,  not  really  repugnant.  We  know  what 
we  mean,  in  faying  every  one,  as  clearly  as  if 
we  iaid,  any  one,  is  God\  a  Perfbn  having  fuck 
and  fuch  effential  Perfedions.  We  ice  not  pcr- 
feiftly  how  this  is  reconciled  with  the  Belief  of 
cne  God,  as  we  lee  not  how  Trefcience  is  re- 
conciled with  future  Contingents.  Yet  we  be- 
lieve Both,  not  doubting  but  that  there  is  a 
Connexion  of  the  Ideas,  tho*  our  Faculties  reach 
not  up  to  it. 

Omnifrefence,  I  think,  is  another  Myjiery, 
and  falls  chiefly  under  Cafe  the  fifth.  Wc  have 
a  general  confufe  Idea  of  it,  and  mean  fbme- 
thing  by  it.  The  particular  manner  how  it  is. 
we  have  no  notion  of;  and  therefore  arc  not 
obliged  to  believe  any  particular  Modus.  Fix 
opoo  this  or  that»  there  arc  apj^earing  Repug- 
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naacies  and  InconHftencics ;  and  fo  far,  this  is 
reducible  to  Cdje  the  fourth,  as  well  as  ff^h. 

The  Incarnation  of  the  Son  of  God  is  ano- 
ther Myjiery,  and  comes  under  Cafe  the  fourth 
and  fifth.  There  arc  Ibme  feeming,  not  real 
Repugnancies;  and  the  Ideas  we  have  of  it 
arc  general  and  confufe,  not  particular  nor 
Jpecial.  Such  as  our  /(^/i^^^j  arc,  liich  muft  our 
Faith  be ;  and  wc  cannot  believe  farther  than 
we  conceive ;  for  Believing  is  Conceiving ;  con* 
fufely,  if  /^Mx  are  confufe  \  generally,  if  gene* 
ral\  diftin6ily  and  adequately.  KidiftinB^x^ 
adequate. 

The  Generation  of  the  Son  of  God  is  ano- 
ther Myftery.  Ideas  we  have  of  it,  and  know 
what  we  mean  by  it.  But  being  Spiritual^ 
Imagination  can  lay  no  hold  of  them ;  being 
general  and  confufe,  we  cannot  reach  to  Tar* 
ticulars ;  and  being  feemingly  repugnant,  wc 
cannot  make  out  the  intire  Connexion.  Equa* 
lity  of  Nature  (which  is  part  of  the  Notion) 
is  z  general  Idea,  and  weH  underftood;  Re- 
ference  to  a  Head  or  Fountain,  is  general 
too,  but  more  confufe,  and  befidcs,  figura- 
tive ;  Eternal  Reference  very  confufe,  as  the 
Idea  of  Eternity  neceffarily  muft  be ;  Infejfif- 
r ability^  is  general,  obfcure,  negative,  and  we 
know  but  very  imperfedly  what  the  Union  of 
Spiritual  Things  means.  Nevcrthelefs  wc  un- 
derftand  enough  (tho'  we  can  imagine  little) 
to  make  it  properly  an  Article  of  Belief ;  and 
no  Man  can  icaibnably  pretend  to  rejed:  it,  as 

Y  X  VvwVn^ 
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having  no  Meaning,  or  carrying  no  Idea  at  all 
with  ir.  Wc  afTcnt  as  far  as  our  Ideas  reach,  for 
we  can  do  no  more :  We  believe  in  fart,  what 
is  revealed  in  farti  our  Faith  keeping  pace 
with  our  Ideas,  znd  ending  where-They  end. 

The  Simplicity  of  God  is  another  Myjlery, 
of  which  we  have  (bme,  but  a  very  iroperfWt, 
general,  and  obfcure  Idea.  It  may  fall  under 
Cafe  the  fifth  znA  fixth.  Scripture  fays  httlc 
of  it :  We  have  took  it  chiefly  from  Metaphy- 
Jicks ,  which  are  lliort  and  defedive.  When 
wc  come  to  inquire,  whether  all  extenfion,  or 
all  plurality,  diverfity,  Compofition  of  Sub- 
fiance  and  Accident,  and  the  like,  be  confident 
with  it,  then  it  is  that  we  difcover  how  con- 
fufe  and  inadequate  our  Ideas  are.  And  hence 
it  is,  that,  while  all  Parties  admit  the  divine 
Simplicity,  in  the  general,  yet  when  they  come 
to  be  prefs'd  with  it  in  difputc,  they  often  give 
different  accounts  of  it ;  and  eafily  fb  explain 
and  flare  the  Notion,  as  to  make  it  fuit  with 
their  particular  Schemes.  To  this  Head  belongs 
that  perplexing  Queflion  (befet  with  Difficulties 
on  ail  Sides)  whether  the  divine  Subflance  be 
^  extended  or  no.  And  if  Extenfion  be  admit- 
ted, ingenious  thoughtftil  Men  wiJI  divide  again, 
iapon  another Qucftion,  whether  infinite  or  no: 
Some  thinking  it  very  abfiird  for  any  Attribute 
of  God,  not  to  be  infinite ;  others  thinking  it 
no  lefs  abfurd  to  admit  any  infinite  Extenfion, 
Number,  or  the  like,  at  all.  They  that  fuppofe 
the  divine  Subflance  extended,  left  they  Ihould 
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be  oblig'd  to  conceive  it  as  a  foint  only ;  and 
left  they  fhould  admit  that  any  thing  can  a({ 
where  it  is  not.  are,  when  prefs'd  with  DifH- 
culrics  about  Aliquot  Tarts,  forced  to  admit 
that  any  part  of  That  Subftance,  how  great  fo- 
ever,  or  of  whatever  Dimenfions,  muft  be  con- 
ceived only  as  a  foint,  in  proportion  to  the 
whole:  From  whence  it  follows,  that,  unlefi 
the  World  be  infinite^  all  that  ASts  (of  that 
infinite  Subftance)  in  xh^fForldf  is  but  a  foint\ 
and  fb  the  whole  Subftance,  except  that  foint^. 
either  zSi%  not  at  all  in  the  Worlds  or  ads. 
where  it  is  not.    But  to  proceed. 

Self  exijience  is  another  Alyjlery,  of  which 
wc  know  little:  And  the  learned  are  hardly 
agreed  whether  it  be  a  negative  or  ^ojitiveldca. 
Yet  every  body  believes  it  in  the  grofs,  con-- 
fufely  and  undeterminately.  It  is  manifeft,  on 
one  hand,  that  the  jirft  Caufe  has  no  Caufe\ 
neither  it  lelf  (much  Icis  any  property  of  it  felf ) 
nor  any  thing  elle :  And  yet  it  may  (cem  very 
wonderful  how  any  thing  fliould  exift  without  a 
Reafon  a  priori ;  that  is,  without  a  Caufe  for  it  *. 

To  name  no  more:  Eternity  it  Iclf  is  the 
greateft  Myftery  of  all.  An  Eternity  faft^  is 
a  Thought  which  puzzles  all  our  Philolbphy ; 
and  is  too  hard  for  the  Iharpeft  Wits  to  re- 
concile. The  Nunc  fans  of  the  Schools 
(though  older  than  the  Schools)  has  been  ex- 
ploded ;  and  yet  SucceJJion  carries  with  it  in- 

*  Oo  <^  HxJ^  A0>c«*^«f  f  JirMir  sMf  il%  7t  wAm  fjuim  wm^  im» 
iSk*  ^kn  wttf  (Tiff  r«  um  ij^ittm.  Qhxji.  Uam.  i/.  Tom.  i .  p.  198, 
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laperable  Difficukfes.  There  is  nothing  pecu- 
liar to  the  Dodrinc  of  the  Trinity,  any  thii^ 
near  fo  perplexing  as  Eternity  is:  And  yet  the 
Gentlemen,  who  are  for  difcarding  Myfteries, 
arc  forced  to  believe  it.  I  know  no  Remedy 
for  thefe  Things,  but  an  humble  Mind ;  a  jaft 
Senfe  of  our  Ignbrance  in  many  Things,  and  of 
<Wit  imperftA  Knowledge  in  all.  Now  to  re- 
tten  to  the  learned  Dr.  Whitlfi^: 
•  After  a  view  of  the  Premifes,  it  might  be 
bfoper  to  ask  Him,  whether  He  diflikes  the 
Cntbolick  Dod}:rine  of  the  Holy  Trinity ,  as 
ffrceiving  CoHttadiSiions  in  it.  If  this  be  the 
Cafe,  however  concerned  I  am  for  that  Do- 
drine  (believing  it  to  be  true)  I  will  venture  to 
fay,  it  would  be  an  acceptable  Piece  of  Service^ 
if  He  could  any  way  help  others  to  perceive 
them  too.  Truth,  certain  Truth,  will  be  al- 
ways welcome,  in  any  Cadfe,  and  from  any 
Hand,  to  all  fober  and  confiderate  Men.  But 
if  this  could  be  done,  He  iliould  not  then  com- 
plain that  He  underfiands  not  the  Dodtrine, 
but  that  He  underftand:s  (i.  e.  dtftinStly  per- 
ceives)  it  to  be  Falfe. 

If  He  means  that  He  has  no  Idea  at  all  of 
the  Myftery^  not  lb  much  as  a  general,  con- 
fufe^  or  inadequate  Apprehenfion  of  it;  that 
niuft  be  a  miflake :  as  may  appear  from  what 
hath  been  before  obferved.  Befides  that  hav- 
ing Once,  or  ofhicr,  wrote  for  it;  (tho*  He 
has  fince  laboured  very  much  to  perplex,  puz- 
9^  and  dilporage  it)  eveiy  candid  Man  muft 
^  ^     *  *  ^  believe 
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believe  that  He  underftood,  iu  il  -n.^  nieafure, 
formerly,  what  He  ingaged  in  the  Proof  of  . 

If  the  Cafe  be  that  He  does  not  throughly, 
folly,  and  adequately  comprclK  ad  it,  and  there- 
fore demurs  to  it ;  then  it  fliould  be  conHdered, 
that  the  refult  of  all  is  this  only ;  that  He  will 
not  admit  fb  far  as  He  may  underfland,  unlels 
He  may  have  the  pnvil^e  to  underftand  ibme* 
thing  more :  Which  whether  it  be  not  too  fami- 
liar from  a  Creature  towards  his  Creator^  and 
articling  more  ftriftly  with  Almighty  God  than 
becomes  Us,  let  any  wife  Man  ju  Jge, 

If,  laftly,  it  be  pretended  that  it  is  aHuma/i^^ 
not  a  Divine  Dodtrine,  which  He  is  pleafed 
to  quarrel  with;   let  Him  cenfure  it  as  Hu- 
man and  ^nfcriftural  only;  and  not  as  un- 
intelligible^ and  impojjible  to  be  ajjented  to ; 
and  then  we  may  bring  the  Caufe  to  a  fhort 
Iflue  by  inquiring,  whether  the  Do<Strine  be 
Scriptural,  or  no.    Let  Things  be  called  by 
their  right  Names,  and  fet  in  their  true  and 
proper  Light;  that  Truth  may  not  be  foiothcr'd, 
nor  any  Do(9Tine  (efpecially  fo  Antient  and  lb 
Important  a  Dodrine)  condemned,  before  we 
know  why.    So  much  we  owe  to  the  Church 
of  Chrift,  which  receives  this  Faith ;  to  the  Blef- 
fcd  Saints  and  Martyrs,  many  Centuries  upwards^ 
who  lived  and  died  in  it ;  to  Truth,  to  God,  and 
to  our  Selves,  as  to  fee  that  it  be  fairly  and  im- 
partially examined;  that  f roving  all  Things^ 
as  we  ought  to  do,  in  Sincerity  and  Singlenefe 
of  Heart,  wc  may,  at  length,  be  both  wife 
Y  4  enough. 
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enoi^h  to  know,  and  fuicably  difpofed  to  bold 
faji  that  which  is  good. 

It  is  excellently  remarked  by  the  ingenious 

Mr.  Emlyn^  in  the  Appendix  to  his  *  Narrd- 

five:  •*  That  the  Holy  Scriptures  require  no 
accurate  Philofophical  Nocions  of  God's  Eter- 
nity  ^  Omnifrejence ,  and  Immenjity^  &c 
They  are  content  to  give  us  popular,  ca(y  ac- 

counts  of  thefe  Matters —  They  trouble 

not  Men  with  the  Niceties  of  eternal  Sue- 
cejjions^  or  an  eternal  to  riv,  without  4$*^^- 
ceffion ;  nor  with  infinite  Spaces,  or  of  God's 
being  prefent  in  fart,  or  in  whole ;  and  the 

"  like  metaphyfical  Difficulties.  Our  Rcli- 

gion  impolcs  no  fuch  Difficulties  on  us,  of 
believing  with  the  underftanding,  what  we 
cannot  lb  much  as  perceive  by  it;  it  only 

•*  requires  us  to  believe  what  it  reveals  to 
us,  /.  e.  to  our  ^nderjlanding  and  Appre- 

^*  henfion. 

All  this  is  very  rightly  and  judicioufly  ob- 
Icrved.  God's  Eternity  and  Omniprefence  we 
have  only  general  and  confu/e  Ideas  of ;  Scri- 
pture has  not  revealed  to  us  the  particular  mo- 
dus, or  minute  Circumftances  of  Either  %  and 
we  are  not  obliged  to  believe,  any  other- 
Wifc  than  as  we  apprehend  (/.  e.  confufely 
find  inadequately)  nor  indeed  is  it  poffible.  The 
fame  is  the  Cafe  of  three  Perfons,  every  one 
truly  God,  and  all  but  one  God ;  fb  far  evident 
jfrom  Scripture,  and  apprehen4e(l,  in  thq  ge- 
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neraU  as  fully  and  clearly  (perhaps  more  (b) 
Eternity^  OmniPr e fence ^  or  the  like.  But 
the  particular  modus^  How  the  Three  arc  One^ 
and  the  minute  Circumftances  of  their  Vnion 
and  T)ifiinifion,  are  as  much  a  fecret  to  us, 
as  how  God  forcfees  future  Contingeuts,  or 
is  prcfent  in  all  places  at  once.    Many  have 
been  prying  and  inquiHtive  into   this  Mat- 
ter, hoping  to  know  Ibmething  more  parti- 
cularly of  it,  till  they  have  come  to  doubt 
even  of  the  Thing  it  felf,  and  fd  have  fallea 
into  Herejy:    And  Catholicks   have  fbme- 
timcs  exceeded  in  this  way.  endeavoring  to 
ex f  lain  beyond  their /^f^;  which  is  really  no- 
thing elfe  but  multiplying  Words.    The  No- 
tion is  foon  dared,  and  lies  in  a  little  Compafs. 
All  that  Words  are  good  for,  after,  is  only  to 
fix  and  preferve  that  Notion,  which  is  not  im- 
provable (without  a  new  Revelation )  by  any 
new  Idea ;  but  may  be  obfcurcd  and  ftifled  in 
a  multitude  of  Words.    The  moft  ufeful  words, 
for  fixing  the  Notion  of  T>iJlin£tion^  are  Ter- 
fon,  Hypojiajis,  Subjijlence^  and  the  like :  For 
the  divinity  of  each  Perfbn,  oftoBmo^y  cLyiffii^s$ 
eternal,  uncreated^  immutable,  &c.  For  their 
Union^  "c^X^P^'^^'  /»/^r/^r  Generation,  Tro- 
cejjion,   or  the  like.     The  defign  of  thefe 
Terms  is  not  to  enlarge  our  Views,  or  to  add 
any  thing  to  our  Stock  of  Ideas ;  but  to  fecurc 
the  plain  fundamei^tal  Truth,  that  Father^ 
Son,  and  Holy  Ghoji  arc  all  ftridly  divine  and 
Ifncre^tedi  and  y?t      not  three  Cods  ^  but 

one 
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*ime  God.  He  that  believes  this  (imply,  and 
in  the  general,  as  laid  down  in  Scripture,  be- 
lieves enough ;  and  need  never  trouble  his  Head 
with  nice  (^eftions,  whether  the  Union  of  three 
Perfons  fhould  be  call'd  individual  or  /peci- 
fck\  whether  Terfon  and  Being  are  reciprocal 
Terms ;  whether  every  Perfbn  may  be  properly 
fed  to  be  Self-exijient ;  how  three  Perfons  can 
he  all  in  the  fame  Tlace\  whether  all  ^erfe- 
might  not  as  well  have  been  confined  to  one 
Ver/dn  only ;  or  whether  One  might  not  have 
been  as  good  as  Three,  and  the  like.  Thcfc 
arc  difficiles  nuga,  moftly  verbal,  or  vain  In- 
qruries ;  and  do  not  concern  common  Chriftians, 
any  farther  than  to  be  upon  their  Guard,  that 
they  be  not  impofed  on  by  thefe  Subtilties, 
invented  to  puzzle  and  perplex  a  plain  Scri- 
ftnre  Truths  which  is  '  eafily  perceived  ^d 
underjtood  in  the  general,  that  is,  as  far  as 
iequired  to  be  believed.  Minute  Particulars 
about  the  modus,  may  be  left  to  the  T)ijputers 
if  this  fVorld,  as  a  Trial  of  their  good  Scnfe, 
their  Piety,  Modefly,  and  Humility. 

We  do  not  take  it  well  to  be  reproached  ,  as 
fuuning  too  far  into  Metaphyseal  Subtilties,  by 
Men  whofe  peculiar  Talent  it  is,  to  play  their 
Metaphyjitks ,  (that  is,  their  Trefumptions 
about  the  Nature  of  a  Thing  whereof  they  know 
little)  againft  Scripture  and  Antiquity,  the  beft 
Guides  in  thofe  Searches.  If  the  Catholicks 
liave  fometimes  gone  farther  than  was  neceflary, 
to  particdar  Explications,  it  ihould  be  remem* 

ber^d 
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ber'd  for  whole  fake  They  did  it;  and  that  it 
was  chiefly  with  a  view  to  fatisfy  foch  as  would 
not  be  contented  with  the  general  Truth 
]aid  down  in  Scripture.  I  ihall  Ihow,  by  aa 
Inflance  or  two,  how  that  Matter  is.  The 
t^X^V^^^  and  interior  Generation^  are  two 
Specialities  taught  by  the  Catholicks,  and 
heavily  complained  of  by  your  Friend  *  Dr. 
fVbitby.  as  unfcriftural  Definitions.  Now, 
thefe  are  but  Appendages  to  our  Prime  (and  as 
we  think  Scriptural)  Pofitions,  and  we  are  no 
farther  concerned  for  Them,  than  as  they  arc 
conceived  to  hang  upon  the  other;  ib  that  your 
quarrel  with  us  for  thefe,  is  really  finding  fault 
with  our  leading  and  fundamental  Doftrine  of 
One  God  in  ThreeTerJbns.  But  to  fliow  you,  how 
unequal  you  are  in  cenfuring  us  for  unjcriftural 
Terms,  obferve  the  Courlc  and  Method  of  difpute 
which  draws  usfirft  into  them.  You  argue,{uppole, 
that  the  Son  cannot  be  God^  in  the  ftrica  Senfe, 
without  making  Two  Gads :  We  anfwer ,  that 
Father  and  Son,  by  a  mod  intimate  and  in- 
effable Union  of  SuSfJfance,  fFill.Tower^^re- 
fence^  Operation^  &c.  (which  we  call  ^t^^J^ 
pf\(ni)  may  be  one  God.  You  argue  again,  that 
if  the  Son  be  a  Son^  in  our  Senfef  there  muft 
be  a  divijion  and  feparate  Exiftence  :  We  lay. 
No ;  alledging  that  He  may  be  a  Son  in  a  fro- 
per  Senfe,  and  in  our  SenM,  without  T)iviJion 
and  without  a  y^^r^/^  Exiftence;  and  the  name 

^  Difquifit.  Modcft.  Pnrf* 
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for  this  is  interior  Generation.  After  we  arc 
come  thus  far,  purfuing  your  wandrings  into 
the  Thilofophy  of  the  Thing ,  you  ftcp  back 
again,  and  tcU  us,  that  Scripture  fays  nothing 
of  this  'd&^;)^(»/>i)w,  or  interior  Generation.  Sup- 
pofmg  (not  granting)  your  Pretence  true ;  Did 
You  let  out  upon  the  Foot  of  Scripture  7  Does 
Scripture  any  where  tell  you,  that  two  divine 
Perlons  cannot  be  one  God  ?  Or  that  Father 
and  Son  muft  have  ^  feparate  Exijience  ?  You 
argue  only  from  th6  Nature  and  Reafbn  of  the 
Thing  it  felf,  of  which  you  have  no  adequate 
Idea\  and  we  anfwer  what  is  fufficient,  and 
more  than  fufficient  to  confute  meet  CoDjedures 
in  Matters  above  your  reach.  Lay  You  afidc 
your  unfcriptural  Objedions,  and  We  lhali 
have  no  occafion  for  unfcriptural  Anfwers. 

I  ihall  jufl  take  notice  of  an  artificial  Turn  of 
Mr.  Emlyn's,  relating  to  this  Subjc<Jl ;  and  then 
put  an  end  ro  this  long,  but;  I  hope,  ufefiil  Di- 
greflion.    His  Words  are  as  follows :  *  "  The 
T ride  of  Reafon^  which  hindrcd  {theTagan 
Tbilofophers)  from  believing  in  Chrift,  did 
not  lie  in  rcfufing  to  fiibmit  their  Faith  to 
myjterious  Speculations,  which  puzzled  their 
Reafbn :  But,  on  the  Contrary,  it  lay  in  a 
proud  AfFecaation  of  Swelling  Words  and 
Philofophick  Myfteries,  and  not  humbling 
•*  their  Undcrftandings  to  receive  a  plain  Go- 
fpel,  and  familiar  Dodrinc. 
The  Thought  is  ingenious,  and  might  pais  well; 

*  lixam,  of  Dr,  Bconct,  ^c*  p.  5.  Jatndm^* 

if 
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if  Hiftoty^  like  Metafhyfical  Arguments^  were 
to  be  made  merely  by  ftrength  of  Wir.  He  forgets 
thatthe  Afj^^rj'of  ih^ReJurreStion  was  one  of 
thofc  flain  familiar  Things,  which  the  Tride 
of  their  Reafon  refuied  to  liibmit  to.  He  con- 
(iders  not  that  the  Jews,  and  the  earlieft  Here-^ 
ticks  (much  of  the  lame  Temper  with  the  Ta- 
gan  Philofophers)  were  offended  at  nothing 
more  than  at  the  Myftery  of  God  Incarnate ; 
which  we  learn  from  Ignatius^  Jt^ftin^  *  Ire- 
n£us^  ^Tertullian^  and  other  antient  Wri- 
ters.- And  He  need  but  look  into  Jujlin^ 
Tatian,  and  Origen^  to  find  that  the  Tagans^ 
in  particular  were  in  the  fame  Sentiments,  and 
join'd  in  the  fame  common  Charge  againfl  the 
Chriflian  Dodrinc.  Nay,  it  may  farther  ap- 
pear, from  other  ^ Evidences,  that  the  very 
Myftery  of  the  Trinity^  which  is  the  Rock  of 
Offence  to  fbme  even  at  this  Time,  gave  very 
early  Oflencc  to  the  Tagan  Wits;  and  was 
much  difrelifh'd  by  Them:  So  averfe  were  They 
to  the  receiving  of  Myfteries :  And  the  Tride 
of  Reafon  wrought,  at  that  Time,  much  after 
the  fame  manner,  as  it  does  at  this  day ;  Hu- 

a  Secundum  oullam  Senteotiam  Hcrcticoniro  Verbum  Dei  caro 
fadluaied.   Irtn,  1.  }•  c  ii.  p.  189. 

b  Incrcdibile  prxuimpferanc  Deum  Caraem.  TertulL  Confr. 
Marc.  I.  J.  c«  8. 

c  Alii  quoque  Hxretici  ufquc  adeo  Chrifti  manifcfVam  amplexati 
funt  Diviniratcm,  ut  dixerint  Ilium  fuillc  fine  Carnci  &  Totum 
illi  fuiceptum  detraxerint  Homiocm*  ne  decoquetent  in  illo  Ditrini 
nominis  pote(latem  li  Huoiaaam  illi  SocialTent,  ut  arbitrabantur, 
Nativitatem.   Novat.  c.  i8« 

d  LuciaD.  PhiJopatr.  Atban,  Orat.  p. 

mau 
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man  Nature  being  always  the  fame.  But  it  is 
now  high  time  to  proceed. 

Query  XXII. 

Whether  ( the  Dolor's )  whole  Terfom^ 
ance^  whenever  He  differs  from  mj,  be 
any  thing  more  than  a  Refetitum  of  thu 
jfffertion,  that  Being  and  Perfon  are  the 
fame^  or  that  there  is  no  Medium  between 
Tritheiim  and  Sabelliauifin  ?  Which  is  re- 
moving the  caufe  from  Scripture  to  natural 
Reajbn,  not  very  confifiently  with  the  Title 
of  his  Book. 

IT  is  of  (mall  Importance  to  obfervc  how  the 
Dodor  has  proved  fuch  Points,  as  He  and 
We  Both  agree  in.  He  might  have  (pared  the 
unnece(Tary  Pains  and  have  took  a  fliorter 
way  with  us,  had  his  Cauie  been  iiich  as  could 
be  fcrved  by  clofe  Argument.  He  need  not 
have  told  us  fo  often  that  the  Father  is  emi- 
nently ftilcd  the  one  God,  or  that  the  Sod 
is  Subordinate.  We  allow  all  That:  The 
Confequence  which  He  draws  from  it,  and  co- 
vertly infinuates  to  his  Reader,  is  the  Thing 
we  doubt  of.  This  was  the  Point  which  Ihould 
have  been  laboured,  for  the  Conviction  of  wife 
and  confidering  Men.  He  has  a  deal  to  fay  in 
Defence  of  what  no  Body  oppofes;  and  may 
there  triumph  fecurely  without  an  Adverfary : 
But  when  He  comes  to  the  J^intpf  difference, 

the 
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the  J^incb  of  the  ^efiion,  there  it  is  that  He 
difcovers  his  want  of  Proof,  and  how 
little  he  has  to  depend  on,  beddes  that  one 
precarious  Principle  intimated  in  the  ^itry\ 
which  indeed  runs  thro'  his  whole  Performance, 
and  is  often  fuffoid^  but  never  prov'd. 

By  this  Principle  He  *  eludes  the  Force  of  the 
firft  Chapter  of  St.  John'%  Gofpel ;  And  He  refers 
to  it  again  upon  ^  A£is  10.  x8.  i  Tim.  3.  16. 
Job.  5.  18.  By  the  lame  Principle,  He  evades 
the  Force  oi^Joh.^.s^.  ^Joh.  xx.^i.^Joh. 

23.  And  fo  He  might  have  done  with  any 
Number  of  Texts,  however  ftdl  and  exprefs 
for  the  Received  Doctrine:  For,  by  the  fame 
« Maxim,  He  draws  over  the  iV/V^^^-Creed , 
and  does  not  delpair  of  bringing  in  the  ^  Atha- 
nafian  alfo.  From  hence  it  is  vifible,  wherein 
the  ftrcngth  of  his  Performance  lies ;  and  what 
it  is  that  He  chiefly  trulls  to.  It  is  not  Scri- 
fture^  it  is  not  Antiquity,  but  zThilofophical 
Principle ;  to  which  Scripture,  Fathers,  Coun- 
cils, Creeds,  every  Thing,  muft  yield.  And  in- 
deed had  it  been  a  principle  of  true  and  found 
Philofophy,  every  reafonabie  Man  would  be 
willing  to  pay  the  utmoft  Deference  to  it :  But 
it  appears,  at  length,  to  be  that  kind  of  vain 
Philofophy ^  which  is  often  intruding  where  it 
lias  nothing  to  do.  The  Subjed:  is  fublime  and 
above  Comprchcnfion.    We  have  no  intrinfick 

a  Scrip.  Do6^r.  p.  86.  b  Id.  p,  S7.  c  Id-  p.  88  97-  d  Id. 
^99.  cp.  ioi.  fp.  132.  gp«4^J«  fcp.  4*8. 
4}0.  435.  SvC-  firil  E«I. 
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Evidence,  no  Ideas  to  build  any  thing  certain- 
ly upon.    Extrinfick  Evidence,  divine  Re- 
velation, is  here  all  in  all ;  And  the  only  pro- 
per ule  of  our  rational  Faculties,  is  to  inquire 
into  the  true  and  genuine  Senfe  of  it.    To  fhi- 
lofophize  here  from  the  Nature  and  Reafon 
of  the  Thing  it  felf,  of  which  we  know  little, 
is  chufing  to  be  fiill  in  the  Dark,  when  we  have 
Light  before  us ;  and  is  not,  properly,  following 
our  Reafon,  but  our  Conceits,  Fancies,  and  fond 
Conjectures.  You  are  pleafcd  to  fay,  in  Defence 
of  the  learned  Dodlor,  that  if  He  had  done  no 
more  than  proved  intelligent  Being  and  Per- 
fon  to  be  the  fame,  it  muft  for  ever  remain 
an  unanfwerableDifficulty,  &c.  Right,  if  He 
had  proved  what  He  has  not,  fomething  might 
be  fiid.    I  have  *  before  obferved  to  you,  that 
the  word,  Being,  bears  two  Senfos ;  and  that 
you  your  Selves  will  not  call  any  thing  a  Be- 
ing, but  a  feparate  Being.    Excufe  the  Trini- 
tarians for  being  refcrved,  after  your  Example, 
in  ib  tender  a  point ;  and  for  endeavouring  to 
Ipeak  properly,  as  well  as  to  think  jujily,  in 
things  pertaining  unto  God.  All  that  the  Dodtor 
hath  proved,  or  can  prove,  is  only  this^  that 
feparate  Perfons  arc  fb  many  intelligent  Be- 
ings ;  which  wc  readily  admit :  But  united  Per- 
fons,  or  Pcrfons  having  no  feparate  Exiftence^ 
may  be  one  Being,  one  Subjiance,  one  God, 
notwithftanding.    And  that  you  may  not  think 
that  I  Skreen  my  felf  under  dark  Words,  or 
pbfcure  Diftindions,  I  will  tell  you  frankly  the 
•  Qu.  9.  p.  167  mean- 
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meaning  of  what  I  have  now  (aid*  It  is  lic^ 
tie  more  than  this,  that  Perlbns  fo  united  as 
to  make  one  Beings  may  be  one  Being.  I  fiip- 
pofe  the  Affirmative  ^  that  They  may  be  Jb 
united  \  having  ftifficient  Grounds  for  it  in  Scri- 
pture,  and  in  Catholick  Antiquity.  It  lies  up-* 
on  you,  in  this  Cafe,  to  prove  the  Negative^ 
that  no  Union,  whatever,  can  make  two 
Perfons  one  Beings  one  to  ©eTor,  one  God:  Yoa 
are  to  fhow  theSuppofition  to  be  impoflible,  in 
the  Nature  of  the  Thing:  That  is  (as  I  humbly 
conceive)  you  are  to  prove  what  you  can  know 
nothing  of ;  and  are  to  work  up  a  Demondra- 
tion  without  Ideas.  There  the  Matter  refts, 
and,  I  am  perfwaded,  muft  reO:,  till  you  pleafe 
to  come  out  of  Metafhyficks ;  and  to  put  the 
Caufe  upon  the  Foot  of  Scripture  and  Anti^ 
quity,  the  only  Lights  in  this  Matter.  Strange 
that,  at  this  Time  of  Day,  Any  need  to  be  told 
(what  *  Vnbelievers  only  doubted  of  formerly) 
that  Scripture  is  our  Rule  to  go  by,  for  form« 
ing  our  Notions  of  God ;  and  not  the  light  of 
Nature,  which  is  darknef^  in  Comparifbn. 

You  are  offended  at  the  ^enft  for  faying 
that  the  Dodor  admits  no  jkedium  betweea 
Tritheifin  and  Sabellianifin.  I  ihould  have 
laid,  it  feems,  no  Medium  for  his  Adverfaries^ 

yt9^xn9  ifB-^imi^  hmilt,  iUJM  rjl  mw^ip  im  rMf  d^ut  mfi^ 
'/tuMuuhu  t(jikn?iB'iTif  3^m    laft.  Mart*  fantn*  p.  6o. 

nmfm^o^v  Wauf  tilhMt  W^kmm^  in  ui^fum         «^  BtS  i  ^ 

.>i/iK  hwtf^i  iihiw%irtm  h/Amu  Ibid.  p.  129.  EcL  Ojf« 

Z  and 
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aDd  you  Wonder  at  fo  palpable  a  mijiake.  lo- 
dced»  the  meaning  of  what  I  faid  was  fo  paU 
fablCj  that  there  was  no  occafion  for  guards 
while  I  fuppofcd  my  felf  writing  to  a  Man  of 
Senfe.  You  have  took  it  right  fo  far:  The 
Dod:or  allows  Us,  his  Adverfaries,  no  Medium. 
But  I  had  an  Eye  to  fomething  more,  viz.  that 
He  has,  by  the  fame  Principle,  left  no  Medium 
for  HimfeJf;  as  I  ihall  Ihow  you,  in  due  Time. 
I  am  only  to  oblerve  now,  that  it  is  not  from 
Scripture,  or  from  Catholick  Antiquity,  that  the 
Doctor  has  learn  d  this  Maxim,  of  no  Medium 
(for  luch  as  believe  Chrift  to  be  ejfentially 
God)  between  Sabellianijm  and  7ritheifm. 
This  was  what  I  complained  of,  his  making  a 
Pompous  Appearance  of  Scripture  and  Fathers, 
when  the  whole  is  made  to  depend  upon  a 
meer  philofophical  Queflion,  which  is  to  be 
the  Rule  and  Mea/ure  to  try  Scripture  and  Fa- 
thers  by.  Let  Scripture,  or  Fathers  appear 
ever  fo  (Irong  and  clear  for  fuch  a  Medium^ 
They  are  condemned  before-hand,  either  to 
fpeak  another  Senfe,  or  to  be  of  no  Weight  or 
Authority.  If  this  be  the  Cafe  (as  you  fcem 
to  admit)  you  ought  to  go  upon  very  fore 
Grounds.  And  yet  the  learned  Dodor,  inftead 
of  favouring  us  with  any  proof  of  his  main  Po- 
fition,  which  gives  the  Law  to  the  reft,  has  only 
often  repeated  it;  which  is  no  more  than  to 
fey,  there  cannot  be  any  Medium,  in  the  Cafe ; 
DO,  there  cannot.  We  do  not  pretend  to  be 
wife  enough  to  know  any  thing,  a  priori,  whe- 
ther 
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ther  there  r^^,  or  there  cannot ;  Bur,  afofteriori^ 
we  may  inquire  after  Fa£t :  And  if  we  find  by 
Scripture,  rightly  underflood,  that  there  really  is 
fuch  a  Medium ;  we  lhall  not  be  concerned  for 
any  pretended  Strength  of  your  Maxim  againft  it. 
Our  Defence  then  againft  the  Charge  of  7r/- 
theijm  will  be  as  follows.  By  comparing  Scri* 
pture  with  Scripture,  we  plainly  find  that  the 
divine  Unity  is  not  an  Unity  of  Ter/on :  Wc 
obferve)  that  there  are  more  Perfbns  than  one 
dignified  with  the  fame  high  Titles  of  Lord^ 
God,  8cc.  inverted  with  the  lame  high  Powers, 
Attributes,  and  Perfedions ;  and  intituled  to  the 
lame  Honour,  Worlhip,  and  Adoration:  And 
yet  the  Scripture  never  tells  us  of  two  true 
Gods,  but  conftantly  afTerts  that  God  is  One. 
We  take  notice,  that  the  Father  is  Jehovah^  and 
Son  is  Jehovah,  and  yet  the  Lord  Jehovah  is 
One  Lord ;  The  Father  creates,  and  the  Son 
creates,  and  yet  we  have  no  Warrant  to  fey 
Two  Creators  ;  The  Father  is  worjhifd^  and 
the  Son  is  worjhifd,  and  yet  we  find  no  Foun* 
dation  for  afierting  two  Objects  oi Worjhifd 
or  Two  Worjhifs :  In  a  word,  the  Father  is 
God,  and  the  Son  is  God,  and  yet  we  are  no 
where  taught  to  call  Them  Two  Gods.  The 
obvious  Conclufion,  from  thele  Premifes,  is, 
that  They  arc  Both  one  God  (otherwife  indeed 
^itheifm  is  unavoidable)  and  thus  the  Scri- 
pture-notion of  Unity  is  of  more  Perlbns  than 
One  in  the  lame  Godhead.  What  confirms  us 
in  thisreafbning,  is,  that  ourBlelTed  Lord  has  told 

Z  X 
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us,  that  He  and  the  Father  are  one ;  that  who- 
foever  hath  feen  Him,  hath  feen  the  Father ; 
that  He  is  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  Him ; 
and  very  familiarly  fpeaking  of  the  Father  and 
Himlelf,  He  fays,  we  will  come  unto  Him  (that 
loveth  Chrift)  and  make  our  abode  with  Him. 
St.Taul  in  hisEpiftles  asks  for  the  fame  Grace, 
Mercy,  and  Peace  from  Father  and  Son ;  And 
alfb  prays  that  They  may  diredl  his  ff^ay,  i. 
Theff.  3.  II.  Theft  Things  ferve  to  illuftrate  and 
explain  each  other;  and,  all  together,  abundant- 
ly make  good  thePofition  before  laid  down,  that 
♦Father  and  Son  are  one  God.  Accordingly  the 
Prophet  ]Ifaiah,  as  may  be  inferred  from  :j:  St. 
John,  makes  them  Both  to  be  One  Holy,  Holy, 
Lord  of  Hofis,  therein  fignifying  both  the  Di- 
llindion  of  Perfons,  and  Unity  of  Godhead. 
Thefe  Con fiderat ions  (with  many  others  too  long 
to  recite)  convince  us  that  there  is  a  Medium, 
(laving  the  Son's  ejfential  Divinity)  between  Sa- 
bellianijm  znATritheiJm.  Wc  affert  not  Three 
Abfolute,  Original,  Co  ordinate  Divinities,  like 
the  Marcionttes ;  We  fefarate  not  the  Peribns 
from  each  other,  with  xh^Arians^  we  hold  not 
a  Jpecifick  Unity  (liich  as  between  two  Indivi- 
duals of  any  Species,  two  Men,  for  Inftance)  If 

*  7  htmt  hitherto  wMved  thi  Confidtnuion  of  the  Holy  Ghoft;  /ir 
which  nafon  alfo,  I  fa/s  it  over  here,  confining  my  [elf  chiefly  to  sh€ 
foinc  of  the  Son^s  Divinity,  which  if  /nfficiently  clear'd,  she  other,  I 
{uffofe,  msty  be  admitted  without  Scruple, 

t  Ifii.  Ch.6.  ^  Joh.  11.  41. 

Vid.  Athanaf.  p.  108.  877.  889.  Ed.  Bcacd.  BaliL  contr.  Eunoro. 
I  f.f^  iif.  Hicron.  i»  Ila.  6.  2c  Epift.  «d  Damaf.  de  cod.  Epipb. 
Aocorat.  p.  if.  31. 
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we  did  any  of  chefe^  there  might  be  fbmecoloor 
for  the  Charge  of  Tritheifm.  But  we  acknow- 
ledge, with  the  Scriptures,  one  God  the  Father 
with  his  Co^ejjential  and  Co-eternal  Son  and 
Spirit;  One  Head  and  Fountain  of  all;  the  three 
Divine  Perfbns  being  One  in  Nature,  One  in 
Knowledge,  in  Prefence,  in  Operation  and  Ener- 
gy; never  Separate,  never  Afunder;  diftindl  with- 
out Dividon,  united  without  Confufion.  If  this 
be  Tritheifm,  it  is  what  Scripture  has  taught  Us, 
and  what  God,  who  bed  knows  his  ownNature» 
hath  recommended  to  Us.  But  it  is  not  Tri- 
theijm^  it  is  the  true  and  only  Medium,  which 
may  be  found  by  looking  in  Scripture  for  it ;  and 
which  you  feem  to  have  lod  by  following  a  falie 
Light,  and  wandring  too  far  in  fanciful  Speca« 
lations. 

To  confirm  us  Aill  more  in  this,  we  perceive, 
upon  due  Inquiry,  that  Thofe  who  lived  neareft 
theApoftoiical  Age,  and  bed  knew  the  mind  of 
the  Scriptures,  They  alfo  taught  the  fame  Do- 
ctrine which  we  teach.  There  was  iome  Appear- 
ance of  Tritheijm  in  it  then,  as  there  is  now ; 
which  is  an  Argument  to  us,  that  it  is  dill  the  fame : 
But  if  any  Chridian  ferioufly  took  upon  Him  to 
charge  the  Dodrine  with  Tritheifm,  and  perfid* 
ed  in  it.  He  was  immediately  rejeded  by  the 
wifer  and  fbberer  Chridians,  as  a  Heretick. 

Traxeas  about  the  Year  i86,  becan  openly 
to  charge  the  Catholicks  with  Tritheifm.  But 
his  Pretences  were  eafily  defpifed  by  the  Church  i 
and  his  Arguments  anfwer'd  by  TertuUian. 

■         z  J-  ;: 
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Not  long  after,  Noetus  revived  the  Chaigc, 
and  his  ^  Plea  was  chat  God  is  One,  and  that 
there  could  not  be  a  plurality  in  the  Godhead : 
But  He  went  away  with  the  Charader  of  a 
weak  and  raih  Man;  and  was  condemned  by 
the  Chriftian  Church.  At  the  fame  Time,  the 
Noetians  had  fb  high  an  Opinion  of  the  Di* 
vinity  of  Chrift  (Scripture  and  Tradition  run- 
ning ftrong  for  it)  that  ^They  had  no  way  of 
fblving  the  difficulty,  but  by  making  Father  and 
Son  one  Terfon^  and,  in  Confequence,  were 
fPatrifaffians. 

About  the  middle  of  the  third  Century  arofc 
Sabellius.  He  pretended  to  be  extremely  zea- 
lous for  the  Unity,  and  ^charged  the  Catho- 
licks  with  afTerting  Three  Gods.  He  has  been 
thought  to  have  refined  upon  the  Noetian 
Scheme  (if  we  may  call  it  refining)  by  deny- 
ing a  God  incarnate^  after  the  Example  of  the 
earlier  Hereticks ;  by  which  He  avoided  the 
Error  of  the  TatripaJJians.  If  lb,  He  may  be 
Iook*dupon  as  holding  nearly  the  fame  Principles 
with  the  modern  Socinians.  This  ConjeAure 
is  grounded  on  a  Paflage  in  ^  Epiphanius.  But 
f  St.  Auftin  underftood  the  Matter  otherwife, 

a  Epiphan-  Hxr.  5-7.  p.  480.  Thcod.  H«rct.  Fab.  1.  3.  c.  y 
Hippol.  Contr*  Noet.  c.  1  !•  p.  14. 

b  Nc  vidcantur  duos  Dios  diccrc,  ncquc  rurfus  negare  Salvatorii 
Divinitatero,  unani  candcmque  Subftantiam  Patris  ac  Filii  atTcve- 
rant:  Id  eft  duo  quidem  nomina  fecundum  divcrntatem  Cauiaruin 
rccipicntcro,  Unam  tamcn  Hypolbfin  fubfiftcre,  id  eft,  Unam  Pcr- 
fonam  duobus  nominibus  fubjacentcm.qui  latinc  Patripaftiani  appcl- 
hatur.    Or/f.  afuJ  Tamph.  jipok  p.  ia6.  EtU  Btmd* 

c  Epipluo.  HmA  6z.  p.  f  14. 

d  Epiphan.  SyoopC.  Tauu  i>U  i. ^< ^9t.TQXiL 2. pt  146.  Ed. Petar. 
e  Aug.  Hatrtf.  4U      *  »    ^    ^  ^4 
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and  the  Saieilianshzvc  been  generally  reckoned 
with  the  Tatripojffians. 

Within  a  few  Years  after  SabeUius.  Taul  of 
Samofata  carried  on  the  iame  Charge  of  *  Tri- 
theifm^  (or  rather  Tyitheifm)  againft  iheCatbih 
licks\  and  was  a  warm,  injudicious  ^Aflerter  of 
the  ^Onity,  confining  it  to  the  Father  only,  exdu- 
five  of  the  other  Perfons.  But  the  CathoHck 
Biihops,  as  ^  Eufebius  informs  us,  ran  tc^ether 
againft  Him,  as  againft  a  Wolf,  that  was  endea- 
voring  to  deftroy  the  Flock  of  Chrift. 

About  Fifty  Years  after  Him,  appeared  Arius ; 
who,  to  avoid  ^  Tritheijm  (as  He  thought)  and 
to  preferve  the  Unity  of  the  Godhead,  and  that 
there  might  be  one  Self-exijient  Beings  or 
Terfon  (The  fame  Pretexts,  in  the  main,  which 
had  been  handed  down  by  fome  ^before  Tra- 
xeas ,  as  well  as  by  Traxeas  Himfelf*  and 
Noetus,  Sabellius,  and  Taul  of  Samofata) 
denied  the  Divinity  of  the  fecond  Pcrlbn,  on- 
ly allowing  a  real  Pre-exiftence,  and  lb  making 
Him  more  antient  than  the  others  before  men* 
tion'd  did.  Such  were  the  Men,  who  former- 
ly (joining  therein  with  ^Jews  and  Pagans) 
charged  the  Catholicks  with  holding  a  plurality 
of  Gods :  While  the  Catholicks  notwithftand- 

a  Epift.  Synod.  Antioch.  Lab.  Tom  i.  p.  84^. 

b  Theodores.  Hzrct.  Fab.  1.  1.  c.  8-    Athaaaf.  Vol.  2*  p.  941. 

c  Eulcb.  Eccl.  Hift,  L  7-  c  27. 

d  Ep.  Alexand.  apud  Theod.  E.  H.  I.  l.  c.  4. 

c        TO  «>«iry«r«9,  i!$  kyufnf^. 

f  Vid.  Novatian.  c.  30. 

g  Athao.  Vol.  I.  p.  s^¥  Lucian.  Philopatr. 
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ing,  retained  the  Faith;  defpifing  the  Accafa- 
tioD,  as  weak,  falie,  and  groundlefs ;  and  de- 
fending Themfclves  upon  fuch  Prindples  as 
have  been  before  mentioned.  None  were  ever 
condcmn'd  by  the  Church  as  Tritheijfs^  but 
fuch  as  cither  denied  the  Vnity  of  Trincipum^ 
or  made  the /i^J^^T/?^^^?^  Heterogeneous,  leparate 
or  aliene  from  each  other. 

We  have  feen  then,  that  there  is  no  juft 
ground  from  Scripture  or  Antiquity^  to  chaige 
our  Dodrine  with  Tritheifin.  If  there  be  any 
pretence  from  the  Nature  and  Rcafbn  of  the 
thing  it  felf,  it  is  of  very  flight  moment.  The 
divme  Nature  is  beft  known  from  Revelation : 
It  is  from  thence  we  difcover  that  God  is  not 
iitifo'Kflau'TCOi^  a  (ingle  Hyjpojfajis,  but  that  the 
Father  has  his  Co-eflential  and  Co  eternal  Son 
find  Holy-Spirit,  always  in  Him  and  with  Him. 
We  can  have  no  other  right  Conception  of  the 
one  God  (to  ufe  the  Words  *  Hi}>jf^olytus)  but 
by  believing  in  a  real  Father,  Son,  and  Holy- 
Ghoft.  This  is  the  Faith  of  the  ever  blefTed 
Trinity;  which  Scripture  and  Fathers  hold  forth 
to  Us ;  and  which  is  too  ftrongly  fupported,  to 
be  weakened  by  any  Wit  or  Criticifm.  As  to 
Thofe  who  take  Trinity  and  Tritheifin  for 

■If  ♦  ti^im  ^nufi^Z  m^un>fi,tf.    Hippol.  Contr.  Nocr.  p.  l6. 

/  jhali  Add  his  Doxology,  htcdufe  it  has  hut  Utefy  dpfear*d  to  th§ 
frfjtk,  ofid  fo  hfu  Sitn  Ufi  took  notice  of. 

fM  iiueJimiiu,  xmi  tut,  %ui  iu^  iwt  i((  9»c((  aUift^  rwr  miifw,  itwif. 
^^^^ 
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Synonymous  Terms,  They  may  go  on  to  value 
Themlclves  upon  it.    They  have  Jews^  Ta^ 

fans^  and  Hereticks^  Fifteen  Hundred  Years 
ackwards,  to  countenance  Them  in  it.  It  is 
fuificient  to  have  Ihown,  that  wifer  and  better 
Men,  the  truly  Trimitive  and  CatholickC\i\xrd[i^ 
never  thought  it  Tritheijm\  bat  condemn'd 
Thofe  that  thought  lb. 

Having  taken  off  the  Charge  from  our  Do* 
<3:rine,  I  come,  next,  to  fix  it  upon  Your's; 
where,  I  humbly  conceive,  it  ought  to  lie.  I 
do  not  pretend  that  you  are  Trithetfts  ^  in 
every  Scnfe;  but  in  the  lame  Senfe  that  the 
Tagans  are  called  Tolytheijls,  and  in  the  Scri- 
pture- Senfe  of  the  word,  God^  as  explained 
and  contended  for  by  your  Selves.  One  di- 
vine "Per/on  is,  with  you,  equivalent  to  one 
God ;  and  Two,  to  two  Gods ;  and  Three,  to 
three  Gods:  The  Cafe  is  plain;  The  Confa- 
quence  unavoidable.  One  Supreme ^  and  two 
Inferior  Gods,  is  your  avowed  DoiSlrine :  And, 
certainly,  the  aflerting  Three  Gods  (whether  co- 
ordinate^ or  otherwile)  is  Tritheijm\  againft 
the  firji  Commandment^  againft  the  whole  Te- 
nor of  Scripture,  and  the  Principles  of  the  pri- 
mitive Church.  It  is,  to  me,  an  Inftance  of  the 
ill  effcds  of  vain  Thilofophy^  and  Ihows  how 
the  Di/puter  of  this  fVorld  may  get  the  bet- 
ter of  the  Chrifiian ;  when  Men  appear  fb  much 
afraid  of  an  imaginary  Error  in  Metajphyficks^ 
and,  to  avoid  it,  run  into  a  real  One,  againft 
ScriDtttre  and  Antiquity,  You  tell  me,  indeed* 

that 
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that  if  I  am  pofitive  in  this,  youl  bring  both 
^  Ante-Rlcene  and  Nicene- Fathers  againft  mc. 
Bat,  let  me  advilc  You  to  read  Them  (a  fecood 
i*ime)  over;  and  you'l  fee  no  Reafbn  to  be 
Sanguine  in  this  Matter.  The  Do<fior  has  cited 
fome  Paflages  from  Them,  and  made  Them 
ieemingiy  ipeak  his  Senfe ;  though,  in  the  main 
Doctrine,  they  are  clearly  againft  Him  as  I  have; 
c^^ved  t  above.  You  appeal  to  thefe  Fa- 
thers  as  Vouchers  for  you.  But  let  us  attend, 
however,  to  what  you  fay. 

The  Antlent  Writers  of  the  Church  un- 
animoujly  agree,  that  nothing  but  an  abfolute 
Equality  and  Co-ordination  in  God  the  Father 
mid  the  Son,  can  make  Them  two  Gods^  and 
that  the  real  Subordination  of  the  Son  to  the 
Father  ^re/erves  the  Church  from  Poly- 

»  •  TheSenft  of  Ante-Niccnc  and  Poft-Niccnc  ¥Athers»  im  Rektm 
ia  Trithcifiu,  may  ht  feen  in  the  following  Paffngei^ 

Roman,  apud  Atlunaf.  VoLi.  p«  t)i»  ^ 

gSUia  ■  ■    ■  5riKAi»  •  ©f«f  etyivrrnf  Jiaf  xi^9,  «AA«»  St  0f«r 

lutl  «u/ro(  xiyn  0i«r$,         ^rii/u  r>K  if  fiXmr^ 

tiaur/i*  oTU  |j  fi*i»  f^U  «  'Ap^,  §9  ri  i'J  tturni  yt99nfA«t  ■  Hi 
7iAh«(  ^ffv  c#  literal       S-i^'t^t^  v0y/bbiir)K>  hXtuc^  ^  y^H  «V  'i(*f 

Till  mr^iuii  ^9'niT<^  xjKr«f;t;w«.  Athan.  Conrr.  Sabcll.  Greg  p.4a» 
Comp*  Baiil.  Horn.  ij.  Cootr.  Sabcll.  p.  604*  8of . 

fi*  Y>  ffVM  S|7»l   J^09e9'9  9M7U  T  ']F  •'"/(Ami  A*O^V»  tTTfMH 

IC'tv  «u  f.1}  0f0(  •  iftff,  *^'£^>  ^  ^  '^r«ft  ^uu  ^  JCfim  rvTo  &*m 
tktmy*9t  xiynr  irif  ift9  Stn^i^^  9^  •vit  M^"*''  oLns!^  xm^mJi9s.ri^ 

CyriU  Alex.  Tbciaur.  p.  78.  f  Qu.  j. 

theiim 
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theifm,  100.)  In  the  next  Page,  You  appeal 
to  Athanafius  for  the  Senfe  of  the  Nicene  and 
Voft'Nicene  Fathers,  and  to  Hilary  and  Ba- 
fil^  in  order  to  dear  your  Dodrine  from  the 
Chaise  of  Tritheifm  ;  little  imagining  that 
Thefe  good  and  great  Men  have  *  condemned 
your  Dodrine,  as  Tolytheifm  and  Taganijtn^ 
over  and  over  y  as  all  know,  that  are  any  thing 
converfant  in  their  Works.  Well:  But  what  have 
They  laid  to  countenance  your  Notion  ?  This 
only:  That  ^nity  of  Trtnctple  clears  the 
Churches  Dodrine  from  the  Charge  of  Tri- 
theifm. Not  your  Dodrine,  not  the  Arian 
Dodrrine;  but  the  Catholick  Dodrinc.  For 
fince  Equality  of  Nature,  and  Unity  of  Trin- 
cifle  too,  are  both  requifite ;  The  Catholicks 
admitting  the  former  (as  their  Adverfaries  well 
knew)  had  nothing  farther  needful  to  infift 
upon,  in  anfwer  to  the  Charge  of  Tritheifm^ 
but  the  latter.  Unity  of  Principle,  and  Same- 
nefs  of  Nature  together  might  make  two  Per- 
(bns  one  God  (according  to  the  unanimous 
Opinion  of  the  Antients)  but  not  cither  of 
them  alone. 

But  now  in  refped  to  the  Arian  (that  is, 
your  Dodrine)  the  pretence  of  Unity  of  Prin- 
ciple is  perfedly  ablurd.  The  Son  is  fop- 
pofed  a  Creature  of  the  Father's:  If  his  be- 
ing of,  or  from,  the  Father,  in  this  Senft, 
makes  Him  one  God  with  the  Father,  it  will 

*  Athaoaf.  Orat*^«  p.  f6y,  f66.   Hilar-  p*  9id>  Btfil.  £p.  70. 
pag  1*03.  H«ix}«  27.  p«  ik>i,  6cc. 

fol- 
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fellow,  that  Angels  or  Men^  or  even  Tbii^  ^ 
inaDimace*  are  one  God  with  the  Father  alTo.  \ 
Indeed^  to  do  you  juftice,  you  do  not  fb  much  , 
as  pretend,  that  ^ntty  of  Trinciple^  or  aoy 
Thing  elfe  can  make  Him  one  God  with  the 
Father-  Which  is  enough  to  Ihow,  how  very 
widely  you  difFcr  from  the  Antients^  in  the  j 
maiupoint  of  All.  They  thought  it  necedaiy  < 
to  aHert,  that  Father  and  Son  were  Both  m 
God.  So  Irenaus^  Athenagoras,  TertulUM, 
Clement  of  Alexandria,  Origen,  Hippolytus, 
LaBantius,  and  even  Eujehius  Himfelf,  after 
feme  Debates  upon  it ;  as  may  appear  from  the 
Teftimonics  *  before  referred  to :  And  of  the 
Vofi-Nicene CatholickVfxiKxs,  in  general,  every 
body  knows  how  They  contended  for  it.  They 
thought  that  the  T)ivlnity  of  the  Son  could 
not  be  orherwife  fecured,  and  Tolytheijm  at 
the  fame  time  avoided,  than  by  aflerting  Fa- 
ther and  Son  to  be  one  God ;  and  They  thought 
light.  But  what  do  you  do  ?  Or  how  can  you 
contrive  to  clear  your  Scheme  ?  We  ask  if  the 
Son  be  God,  as  well  as  the  Father  ?  You  fay, 
Yes:  How  then  is  there  but  one  God?  Your 
Anfwer  is.  The  Father  is  fupreme,  and  there- 
Jbre  He,  Jingfy,  is  the  one  God.  This  is  takii^ 
axray  what  you  gave  us  before,  and  retracSting 
what  you  aflerred  of  the  Son.  If  Supremacy 
only  makes  a  Perfbn  God,  The  Son  is  no  God, 
upon  your  Principles :  Or,  if  HeisG«^/ uotwith- 
ftanding,  then  Father  and  Son  are  two  Gods. 
Torn  this  over^  as  often  as  you  pleafe^  youl 
♦  Qu.  f .  p.  in.  find 
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find  it  impoflible  to  extricate  your  fclf  from  it* 
You  can  fay  only  this ;  That  you  do  not  ad- 
mit Two  Jufreme  Gods.  This  is  very  true: 
No  more  did  the  Tagan  Polytheifts,  nor  the 
Idolatrous  Samaritans^  nor  Others  condemned 
in  Scripture  for  Tolytheijm.  You  ftand  pretty 
fair  upon  the  Principles  of  ^hilofofhy ;  and  are 
not  guilty  of  any  manifeft  Error  in  Mets^ 
fhyjicks^  upon  this  Article.  But  you  are  iiich 
a  Tritheiji^  as,  upon  Scripture-Principles,  and 
upon  the  Principles  of  the  Catholick  Church* 
both  *  before  and  after  the  Nicene-Council^ 
muft  ftand  condemned.  Your  Belief  of  the 
Fathers  being  for  you,  in  this  particulart 
IS  pure  Fancy  and  Fidion ;  owing,  I  (iippoi^ 
to  your  feeing  only  fome  Pieces  of  Them  in 
Dr.  Clarke.  You  can  find  but  very  little  among 
the  Antients,  which  either  diredly  or  indiredly 
favors  your  Notion  of  a  fupreme  and  a  Jubor^ 
dinate  God.  They  condemned  it  implicitely^ 
in  their  Difputes  with  the  Tagans^  all  along: 
And  no  fboner  was  it  darted  in  the  Church, 
but  the  Catholicks  were  alarm'd  at  it ;  and  im- 
mediately condemned  it,  as  reviving  of  Crea- 
ture-Worjhip^  and  reftoring  Gentilifm,  and 
Pagan  Tolytheijm.  Two  Gods,  a  greater  and  a 
leis,  a  Supreme  and  an  Inferior,  no  Scripture,  no 
found  Reafon,  no  good  Catholick  ever  Taught  $ 
no  Church  would  have  endured.    A  feparate 

•  N.B.  not  fay  thtu  tht  hxAc  KicentlVnters  W9ulj  have  called 
the  Arian  DoBrine  Trithcifmj  perhaps,  Blafphemy  rather.  But  Thef 
wouU  have  charged  it  with  Paganifm  (fee  Tertulliaa  aheve^  f.  54.} 
vhich  comes  to  the  jam  with  mm$  $h$  Poft«NiccQ6s  /aid  of  it. 

God 
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God  from  the  Supreme,  an  inferior  createi 
God,  would  oot  only  have  been  look'd  upon 
as  Tolytheifm  and  Contradi£iion,  con(ider*d  io 
it  felf ;  but  zsHereJ^  and  Blajj^hemy^  if  under- 
ftood  of  God  and  Cbrift. 

To  conclude  this  Head:  If  we  underftaiid 
the  word,  God,  in  the  ftrid  Senfe,  it  is  ridi- 
culous to  charge  the  Arian  Scheme  with  j^h- 
rality  of  Gods.  But,  if  it  be  underftood  in  the 
loofe  popular  Senfe,  ^  or  in  your  own  Scnle  of 
it.  It  is  equally  ridiculous  to  deny  it.  Mr.  Nye, 
who,  you  know,  has  ftudied  this  Controvwfy 
much  and  long,  and  is  no  Friend  either  to  the 
truly  Catholick  Scheme,  ox  your\  condemn- 
ing Both  as  Tritheifm ;  is  plealed  however  fo 
far  to  give  the  Preference  to  the  former,  as 
to  declare,  that  the  Arian  Herejy  is  only  a 
more  abjiird  and  lefs  defenfible  Tritheifm  *. 
-  Of  all  the  four  Schemes  which  have  been  fol- 
lowed, the  Sabellian,  Catholick,  Arian^  and 
Socinian ;  The  SabelUan  only  (which  intirely 
ungods  the  Son,  and  annihilates  the  Holy- 
Choji)  ftands  perfedly  clear  of  any  Appearance 
of  ^olytheijm.  The  Catholick  appears  chaige- 
able,  but  really  is  not  fo :  The  Arian  and  So- 
cinian both  appear  fo,  and  are  fo;  Where- 
fore a  Charge  of  Tritheijm  muft  come  from 
Them,  with  a  very  ill  Grace.  For,  was  the 
Charge  really  juft,  and  were  we  weak  enough 
to  afTert  three  Co  ordinate  Gods ;  yet  even 
that  could  not  be  more  repugnant  to  the 

•  ExpUcuU  of  the  Jir ticks  of  Div.  Unity,  p.  91. 

whole 
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whole  Drift,  Scope,  and  Tenor  of  the  Sacred 
Writ,  than  the  admitting  a  plurality  of  Gods, 
great  and  little^  /overaign  and  inferior,  in- 
finite and  finite^  uncreated  and  created^  to 
receive  our  Addrefles,  and  to  be  the  Objcdls  of 
our  Love,  Faith,  Hope,  Confidence,  and  reli- 
gious Adoration. 

U  E  R  Y  XXIII. 

Whether  the^oSior's  Notion  of  theTrinity  be 
more  clear  and  intelligible  than  the  other! 

The  difficulty  in  the  Conception  of  the  Trinity 
is^  how  three  Terfons  can  be  one  God. 

^oes  the  Doctor  deny  that  every  one  of  the 
Terfons,  fingly,  is  God'i  No:  "Does  He 
deny  that  God  is  one  ?  No :  How  then  are 
Three  one! 

^oes  one  and  the  fame  Authority,  exercised 
by  all,  make  Them  one,  numerically  or  in- 
dividually one  and  the  fame  God?  That  is 
hard  to  conceive  how  three  dijlindi  Beings, 
according  to  the  T>o£ior's  Scheme,  can  be 
individually  one  God,  that  is,  three  Ter^ 
fons  one  Terfin. 

If  therefore  one  God  necejfarily  fignifes  but  one 
Terjon,  the  Confequence  is  irrejljlible ;  ei- 
ther  that  the  Father  is  that  one  Terfon,  and 
none  elfe,  which  is  downright  Sabellianifhi ; 
Or  that  the  three  Terjbns  are  three  Gods. 

Thus  theT)o^or's  Scheme  is  liable  to  the  fame 
difficulties  with  the  other. 

There 
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There  is  indeed  one  eafy  way  of  coming  off, 
and  that  is ,  by  faying  that  the  Son  and 
Holy- Sprit  are  neither  of  them  God.  in 
the  Scrifture-fenfe  of  the  fVord.  But  this 
is  cutting  the  Knot,  inftead  of  untying  it; 
and  is  in  effect  to  fay.  They  are  not  fet 
forth  as  divine  Terfons  in  Scripture. 

^oes  the  Communication  of  divine  lowers 
and  Attributes  from  Father  to  Son.  and 
Holy  Sprit  make  Them  one  God.  the  2)/- 
viniry  of  the  two  latter  being^  the  Father^ s 
^ivinityl  Tet  the  fame  difficulty  recurs  : 
For  either  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghoft  have  di- 
Jtin£f  Attributes,  and  a  diftinSi  divinity 
of  their  own.  or  They  have  not :  If  They 
have.  They  are  ( upon  the  T>o£{or^s  Prin- 
ciples) dijiinSf  Gods  from  the  Father,  and 
as  much  as  Finite  from  Infinite.  Creature 
from  Creator,  and  then  how  are  They  onel 
If  They  have  not.  then,  fince  They  have 
no  other  Divinity,  but  that  individual  Di- 
vinity, and  thofe  Attributes  which  are  in- 
fef  arable  from  the  Father's  Effence.  They 
can  have  no  diftinSi  Effence  from  the  Fa- 
ther's', and  fo  {according  to  the  T>o£ior) 
will  be  one  and  the  fame  Terfon.  that  is. 
will  be  Names  only. 

Q.  Whether  This  be  not  as  unintelligible  as 
the  Orthodox  Notion  of  the  Trinity,  and 
liable  to  the  like  ^difficulties:  A  Communi- 
cation of  divine  Towers  and  Attributes, 
without  the  Subftance.  being  as  hard  to  con- 

cervij 
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cetve,  nay  much  harder  than  a  Communi-^ 
cation  of  Both  together  ? 

YO  U  are  pleafed  ro  (ay,  that  had  the  Au-^ 
thor  at  all  underftoodTHr.  CJarkeV  Books, 
He  would  not  have  offered  thcfe  Confidera- 
tions,  J  hey  are  fuch  grofs  Mifiakes,  (p.  105.) 
It  might  be  very  pardonable  to  miftake  the 
Doiftor,  who  deals  much  in  general  and  am- 
biguous Terms ;  and  I  ami  the  more  excufabie, 
as  miftaking  on  the  tender  and  candid  Side.  I 
mud  own  to  you,  I  was  not  then  aware,  that 
theDodtor  had  denied.  Father^  Son^  and  Holy^ 
Ghoft^  to  be  one  God.  I  did  not  apprehend,  He 
would  fcruple  to  call  Them  all  together  oni 
God\  becaulc  That  would  be  manifcftly  ex- 
cluding Son  and  Holy-Ghoji  from  the  one  God^ 
head\  and  then  our  difpute  about  his  meaning, 
would  be  perfedly  at  an  end.  I  ihould  have 
been  very  unwilling  to  make  fb  home  a  Charge, 
as  That  upon  Him :  But  fmce  you  are  a  Friend, 
and  declare  in  publtck  that  this  is  his  meaning, 
fb  it  fliall  be  hereafter.  And  now,  I  will 
not  ask  how  three  Terfons  can  be  one  God, 
upon  thp  Dodor's  Principles ;  But  Til  put  the 
Queftion  thus:  How  can  it  be  true  {upon  the 
^oBor's  Principles  ^  that  every  Ter/bn  of 
the  Trinity  is  God ;  and  true  likewife,  that 
there  is  but  one  God'i  The  Queftion  or  Dif- 
ficulty being  thus  fairly  ftated,  I  conceive, 
that  my  realbning  againft  the  other,  will,  in  the 
main,  bold  good  againft  this  too ;  only  muta- 

A  a  tit 
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fis  Mutandis.    Now  then,  clear  me  op  this 
Difficulty  in  the  Dodor's  Scheme,  and  free  it 
from  Self'Contradidtion,  if  you  are  able.  1  have 
been  fearchitog  diligently  feveral  Pages  of  yoof 
AniWer,  to  iee  if  I  might  find  any  thing  like 
a  Solution:   But  I  perceive*  at  length,  yoti 
ivas  fo  wife  as  to  drop  it.    You  was  to  tell 
toe  How,  notwithftanding  that  there  arc  Tbre« 
divine  Ver/bns ;  (that  is,  Gods^  according  to 
you)  there  is  frill  but  one  God.    But  inftead  of 
this,  you  run  wandring  wide  and  far,  to  fliow 
how  Three  may  be  One.    What  ?  Three  Godt 
one  God?  That  was  what  I  ask'd;  the  reft 
is  not  pertinent,  but  foreign  to  the  Point. 
Finding  fb  little  Satisfadion  from  you,   in  a 
Point  fo  material,  in  the  very  pinch  of  the 
Queftion  between  the  Dodor  and  Us,  I  thoc^ht 
proper  to  have  recourfe  to  the  Doctor's  Books 
again ;  to  fee  if  any  thing  could  be  found  there 
to  our  prefent  purpofe. 

I  perceived,  that  *  Dominion  md  Authority^ 
according  to  Him,  make  God  to  he  God.  Up- 
on this  Principle,  He  (uppoies  the  Son,  f  oy 
nature  truly  God,  having  true  divine  ¥ower 
and  Dominion :  And  He  (ays,  :|:  The  word^ 
God,  in  Scripture^  is  always  a  relative  word 
of  Office,  Signifying  perfbnal  Dominion.  The 
obvious  Conclufion,  from  thefe  Premifes,  is, 
xhzt  xiDominiomxi^  Authority,  fach  as  make 
any  Perfon  truly  God,  be  lodged  in  Three  Per- 

•  Reply,      301.  h  lb.  /. 

^  lb,  p.  a5>o. 
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fons ;  Thofe  Three  PcrfonSt  upon  the  Dodor's 
Principles,  muft  be  three  Gods.  The  Docftor 
being  (eofible  of  this  Difficulty  in  his  Scheme, 
and  not  being  able  to  Iblve  it,  nor  willing 
to  profeis  three  Gods  ^  tries  to  diiguife  and 
dude  it.  He  asks,  *  why  muft  three  divine 
Beings,  of  neceffity^  be  conceived  as  three 
Gods  ?  The  Anfwer  is  very  cafy :  Becaufe  three 
divine  Beings,  or  Ter/ons,  is  exactly  the  fame, 
in  other  Words,  with  three  Gods,  upon  his  Prin- 
ciples ;  and  becaufe  every  one  of  the  Three  is 
fbppofed  to  have  per  final  dominion,  that  very 
dominion  which  is  Efficient  to  make  a  Peribn 
truly  God ;  and  (iich  as  makes  God  to  be  God. 
I  He  goes  on  to  diftinguilh  the  three  Pcdbns  by 
the  Names  of  God,  Lord,  and  Holy  Spirit ;  as 
if  He  had  forgot,  or  had  no  mind  to  own,  that 
cither  of  the  two  laft  is  God.  He  proceeds: 
They  can  no  more  truly  be  /aid  to  be  three 
Gods,  than  each  ofThem.Jingly,  can  be  truly 
faid  to  be  the  God  and  Father  of  All,  who  is 
above  all ;  which  is  the  Apoftl^s  Definition 
of  the  one  fupreme  God.  But  this  is  not  to 
the  Purpofe ;  unlefs  no  one  can  be  God,  that  is 
not  the  fupreme  God.  If  the  Docftor  feysThar, 
He  contradi<3:s  Himfelf  ftrangely ;  having  took 
a  great  deal  of  Pains  to  Ihow  that  lYit  Son,  tho' 
not  the  fupreme  God,  is  yet  truly  God,  hav- 
ing true  divine  Vower  and  Dominion.  If  He 
thinks  the  Apoftlc's  Definition  of  God  to  be 
better  than  his  own,  why  did  He  not  ftandto  it? 

*  Reply,  ^  222.  t  ^ 
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And  then  it  would  be  feen  plainly,  that  his 
meaniDg  is,  that  no  one  can  be  God  but  the 
Father  \  which  is  making  Ihort  work  with  the 
Dodrine  of  the  divine  Trinity,  and  ftriking 
out  Son  and  Holy-Ghoft  at  once.  It  is  evident 
to  a  Demonftration ,  that  the  three  Perfons 
are,  upon  the  Dodor's  Hyfothe/is,  as  really 
and  truly  three  Gods,  as  that  every  one  fingly, 
is  God:  And  therefore,  either  let  Him  lay 
plainly,  that  there  are  three  Gods ;  or  that  nd- 
thcr  the  Son,  nor  the  Holy-Ghoft  is  God. 
The  Difficulty  then  ftill  remains  unanfwer'd; 
how  (upon  the  Dodor's  Principles)  three  Per- 
fons can  be  every  one,  fingly,  God-^  and  yet 
Scripture  fay  true,  that  there  is  but  one 
Cod, 

And  now,  I  return  to  you  again ;  whom  I 
left  inftrudting  the  Reader ,  very  particularly , 
How  Three  may  be  One ;  viz.  in  agreement 
of  Mind,  in  their  joint  care  of  the  Churchy  in 
Teftimony,  &c.  which  might  have  been  perti- 
nent, had  I  been  arguing  from  the  Text,  /  and 
my  Father  are  One;  or  from  Joh  5'.  7.  But 
your  anfwering  fb  copioufly  to  what  I  did  not 
ask,  and  flipping  over  the  main  Difficulty, 
looks  as  if  you  were  more  concerned  how  to 
keep  your  Reader  from  the  fight  of  the  Quc- 
ftion,  than  how  to  give  Him  any  reafonable 
Satisfadion.  The  firft  pertinent  Thing  I  meet 
with  from  you,  is  in  Page  108.  where  you 
charge  me  with  a  manifejt  Error,  for  fuppofmg 
it  Sabelliani/m  to  make  the  one  God  but  one 

Terfoni 
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Ter/dn\  namely,  The  Perfon  of  the  Father. 
What  I  afTert  is,  that  it  is  Sabellian  to  fay, 
that  there  is  but  One  who  is  God,  one  Terjon 
only,  inftead  of  one  Nature:  Or  to  fuppofc 
the  Godhead  10  be  one  (m^t  Hypojfajis  \  or 
fjLofo-Tr^oQUTr®*  J  a  Father  without  his  fForni  or 
Sprit  eternally  and  eflentially  (iibfifling  with 
Him,  and  from  Him.  This  is  what  I  main- 
tain, and  what  you  will  not  be  able  to  dilprove. 
But  let  us  lee  how  you  go  about  it.  One  God^ 
you  fty,  is  one  Terfon  only ;  otherwife  one 
Perfon  could  not  be  one  God.  I  anfwer,  that 
no  one  Perfon  is  one  God,  exclujively  of  the 
other  two  Perlbns.  You  add,  if  one  God  be 
two  Terjons  or  more,  it  is  impoffible  for  one 
Perfon  to  be  God.  When  we  fay  one  Perfon 
is  God^  we  mean  that  He  is  a  divine  Hypo- 
ftajis,  T^eitatem  habens,  as  the  Schools  (peak : 
But  when  we  lay  God  is  three  Perlbns,  we  un- 
derftand  it  of  the  diviuQ  Ejfence,  or  Subjiance: 
So  that  the  word  God  is  fometimes  taken  ejfen- 
tially,  and  fometimes  perjbnally,  which  makeS* 
the  Difference.  You  proceed  2  The  defenders 
of  the  Scholaftick  Notion  ( you  mean  the  De- 
fenders of  the  Trinity  in  Unity)  profefs  the 
Father  alone^  and  dtftinSl  from  the  Son  and 
Spirit^  is  God,  or  the  one  God.  Very  true ; 
in  the  ferfonal  Senfe  before  mentioned,  dijiin^t 
from,  not  exclufive  of,  the  Son  and  Holy- 
Spirit.  In  the  fame  Senle^  either  of  the  other 
Perfons  is  God,  and  the  one  God.  There  is 
a  fiuther  Reaibn^  why  the  Father  is  peculiar^ 
A  a  3  vsA 
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and  eminently  ftiled  die  one  God:  Not  to  ex- 
clude the  other  Perfons;  but  to  (ignify  his 
priority  of  Order9  as  Father,  and  as  Fouotain 
of  all.  Thus  I  have  aufwerM  your  Realbns, 
which  you  are  pleas'd  to  call  Hemonftration  % 
tho'  it  is  manifefi:  that,  all  along  in  your  rea- 
ibning,  you  take  it  for  granted,  that  God  is 
one  Perfon  only,  and  (uppole  the  very  Thing 
in  Queftion.  You  next  proceed  to  confute  my 
AfTertion;  that  the  making  the  one  God  bik 
one  Per/bn,  is  Sabellian.  And  you  (ay  thus: 
if  by  one  Terfon,  He  means  one  intelligent 
Agents  He  makes  the  Sabellians  Catholicks, 
and  condemns  his  own  Friends  for  Tritheills. 
1  certainly  mean  a  real  Perfon,  an  Hyfojiafis^ 
ho  mode^  attribute,  or  property,  as  you  might 
eafily  have  perceived.  The  charge  of  Tritheijm 
I  have  fufficiently  anfwer'd  before ;  and  return- 
ed it  to  its  proper  Owners.  I  fliall  only  add 
here,  that  each  divine  Perfon  is  an  individual 
intelligent  Agent :  But  as  fubfifting  in  one  un- 
divided Subftance,  They  are  ail  together,  in  that 
refped^,  but  one  undivided  intelligent  Agent: 
And  thus  my  Friends  ftand  clear  oi  Tritheijm. 
You  obferve,  that  Sabellius  held  one  Hypo- 
fiafis,  or  divine  Subftance^  in  oppofition  to  the 
Church,  who  profefs'd  three  Hypoftafes.  Why 
did  you  not  add,  or  three  divine  Subftances, 
having  rendered  Hypoftajis^  divine  Subftance, 
juft  before  ?  Is  not  the  reafon  of  it  vifible  ? 
You  would  not  fay  that  the  Sabellians  held 
piie  Subftance,  M  the  Church  three  Sub^ 

ftancesi 
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fiMces  (tho*  you  do  fay  it  io  cffed)  becaufe  the 
Thing  is  nocorioufly  ^lle.  But  taking  advan- 
tage of  the  Ami>iguity  of  the  word,  HypoJIafis^ 
(bmedmes  ufed  to  (ignify  Subftance,  and  (bme- 
times  ^erfon^  you  contrive  a  Fallacy.  The 
Church  never  profefs'd  three  Hypoftd/es  in  any 
other  Senfe,  but  as  they  mean  three  Terfins ; 
nor  would  Sabellius  have  been  cenfurcd  for 
holding  one  Hypoftafis  only ,  had  He  meant 
one  Subftance.  If  you  have  a  mind  to  fee  clear- 
ly in  what  Senfe  the  CathoUcks  profefe'd  either 
three  Hypoftafes,  or  one  only,  you  may  pleaie 
to  con^uk  *  jithdnajius  and  f  Gregory  Na^^i- 
anxen,  referred  to  in  the  Margin. 

The  Truth  is,  the  Church  always  profeft'd 
one  Subftance \  one  eternal,  immutable,  uncreat* 
ed  Subftance  %  and  this  they  underftood  by, 
God.  Notwithftanding,  They  believed  the  Son, 
and  Holy-Spirit  to  be  Jubftantially  God.  Tra- 
xeas,  Noetus,  Sabellius,  and  others,  not  con- 
ceiving how  one  Subftance  could  be  more  than 
one  Ter/dn,  -j^  one  Hypoftafis,  innovated  upon 
the  Faith  of  the  Church,  and  made  one  fingle 

*  AthanaC  ad  Aotioch.  p.  973* 
+  Greg.  NazianT^.  Orat.  2a.  p.  J96.  Orat.  51.  p. 
\  Origen  txfrtffts  $ki  Sal>eUtan  Notion,  very  difl'tniily  in  the  follow^ 
inr  faffaie. 


4fAAii  9^  vawnHf^iff,  tvy;^«MpSic  itfMt^&ri^iti  futw  7ir«$  hnnoM^y  i 
xm-m  \aristm9  At^«^  wmri^  i  V'-   Ong*  Com.  in  ]oh.  p.  i86«' 
Ed  Huer. 

ThM  is  to  [ay^  Thi  SabeHians  JiJ  not  only  maki  Father  and  Son 
one  in  EHence  (as  the  Chttrch  did  Mfo)  but  they  carried  it  fo  far 

to  makt  Them  om  Subjed.  Sappofitum,  or  Hypodafis,  having 
fpLy  s  ^minal,  not  s  real  Diftindion. 
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Byfoftajis  the  one  God,  with  three  Names.- Yoa 
tell  us,  with  great  Afluranice,  that  this  never 
was,  nor  could  be  Sabelliamfin^  109.)  To 
which  I  lhall  only  fay;  Read,  and  ycu  will 
find.  You  add  farther,  that  the  one  God  is 
9ne  Terfon  only,  and  the  Father  that  Terjbn ; 
And  that  this  is  the  Jfertion  of  St.  Paul.  We 
Will  fee  ro  St.  Taul  prclently ;  in  the  mean 
while,  I  again  tell  you,  that  this  is  the  very 
Effence  of  SabelUanifm,  and  the  Dodrine  of 
*  Taul  of  Samofata  (  as  hath  been  obferved  to 
you  above)  and  for  which  He  was  condemn'd 
by  the  Church.  Your  pretence  from  the  Apo- 
flle's  Words,  {To  us  there  is  but  one  God,  even 
the  Father)  has  been  fufficiently  anfwer-d  un- 
der the  former  Queries.  I  lhall  only  oblcrvc 
here,  that  the  Text  mentioned  is  much  ftronger 
againd  the  Dodtor  and  your  Self,  than  againft 
Xis.  For  how  can  You,  after  lb  flain  and  ex- 
J^refs  a  Text  to  the  contrary,  pretend  that  the 
%^on  alfo  is  God  to  us,  really  and  truly  God, 
^nd  in  the  Scripture-Senfe  of  the  word,  Godi 
Whether,  think  you,  do  We,  who  make  Him 
ejfentially  the  fame  God  with  that  one,  and 
fuppofe  but  one  God  in  all,  more  flatly  con- 
Xt^^\Qi  St.Tanf;  or  You  who  make  two  Gods, 
l^nd  in  the  fame  relative  Senfe,  in  which  St. 
fP/f^l  is  fuppofed to ufe  the  word,  GodlTo  take 
Up  your  own  Words,  upon  this  very  occafion  ; 
Vou  wfU,  jT  trnfl,  be  ajhamed  when  you  con- 

•  *^lm  ,  •  Uci  Mritt  ©fi?  #  vmrif*    Athaa.  Contf, 

A^llinak-.  1.  2.  p.  941. 
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Uer,  that  you  plainly  falfify  St.  Paul.  He 
lys,  there  \sbut  one  God,  even  the  Father} 
\ut  You  fay,  there  are  more  Gods  than  one ; 
md  particularly,  that  the  Son  is  God  alio,  God 
0  us.  How  come  you  ofF of  this  ?  By  the  help 
if  a  Diftinifion,  I  fuppofe :  And  fo  can  We ; 
>y  a  ^DiJIinStion  much  older,  and  much  bet- 
er  warranted  than  Your's ;  and  therefore,  be  fb 
ind  as  either  to  take  fome  part  of  the  Shame 
nth  us ;  or  elfe  to  acquit  Both.  You  proceed 
3  acquaint  us,  that  the  Father  is  the  only  true 
fod*.  Very  good:  And  do  not  the  Dod^or 
nd  You  tell  us,  notwithftanding,  that  the  Son 
;  true  God,  having  true  divine  Tower  and 
Dominion?  If  You  can  reconcile  two  true 
fods^  with  the  Doctrine  of  that  Text ;  fure, 
Vc  need  not  defpair,  nor  have  any  thing  to 
ear  from  that  Text,  who  agree  fo  far  with  it 
Iready  (more  than  You)  as  to  acknowledge  but 
)ne  God.  We  can  give  a  Reafbn  why  the  Son 
vas  tacitely  included,  being  fo  intimately  united 
o  the  Father,  as  partaker  of  the  fame  divine 
Mature :  But  that  any  Creature  fhould  not  be 
:xcluded  from  being  God,  or  that  there  ihould 
)e  two  Gods,  notwithftanding  the  Text,  muft 
ippear  very  ftrange.  After  this,  you  have  two 
)r  three  Subtilties.  The  Father,  you  (ay,  will 
>e  but  a  third  Tart.  You  might,  in  this  way, 
evive  all  the  Inapertinencies  of  A'etius,  and 
brow  them  before  Englijh  Readers.    I  refer 
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yoq  to  *  St.  Aujlin,  m  the  Margin,  for  ai)  Ao- 
fwer.  (.er  me  defire  you  boc  to  give  (b  great  a 
jpoie  to  your  F^Qcy ,  in  divine  Things :  Yoq  I 
^eo)  to  confider  every  thing  under  the  Notion 
^  Extenfion,  and  feniible  Im^es.  A  reveren- 
tial Silence  may  well  become  Us  in  fo  awiiil  a 
^liiyed,  in  which  Imagination  has  nothing  to 

^nd  of  which  our  mod  refined  and  elevated 
thoughts  are  infinitely  unworcfay.But  to  proceed: 
Vou  zAd,  if  Father^  and  Holy-Ghoft  are 
iha  0^  true  Qod^  then  they  are  the  Father. 

if  the  o/r/y  true  Qfid,  may  be  (bmetimes 
1^  iQ  a  ferfonal^  ibmetia>es  in  an  ejffential 
Seofe,  there  is  no  force  in  this  Reafonii^ 
\  might  retort  the  Argument  upon  Yoa,  whxx, 
\\\  your  way  of  conceiving  God  by  extended 
Parts,  apply  the  Phrafe  of  one  God^  fomc- 
|in:\es  to  oqc  Tart^  fometimes  to  another,  and 
$]p)etimcs  to  the  whole y  almoll  in  the  f  fame  man- 

z$  We  do  to  One,  or  to  all  the  three  Ter- 
Jofts :  Bjat  I  a.m  weary  of  trifling. 

Putas  Deum  Patrem  cum  Filio  6c  Spiritu  S^n^  ungm  DcQfli 
cile  non  pofTc:  Times  enim  ne  Pater  Solus  non  lit  unus  Deus,  fed 
pars  Uhius  Dei  qui  conrtat  c%  Tributi  Noli  timcre,  nulla  fit  partium 
m  Dciraris  unitate  dtirifio.  lo  Trioitate— que  Deus  eft,  &  Pater 
Deus  efl,  &  Filius  Deus  eft,  8c  Spiritus  Sandus  Deus  e(l,  &  Simul 
Hi  tres  unus  Deus  :  nec  hujus  Trinitatis  psrs  e(l  unus»  nee  roajor 
pars  duQ  quaro  unus  eft  ibi,  nec  majiis  aliquid  Aint  onooes  quam 
£aguli:  quia  Sfirittdis  non  CorporaU^  eft  magnitudo.  jtM£,  Cfmu 
Mnxim.  1.  2.  c.  lo.  p.  697.  608. 

Pater  8c  Filius  &  Spiritus  3andus»  &  propter  ind'tvidumm  Deita- 
tem  Unus  opus  eft,  propter  UDiufcmufque  propriit^im  tres 
firid  funt,  8c  propter  fin^uloruno  Ferp&io»em  Partes  uoius  Dei  non 
Junt,    Id.  ibid,  p*  699. 

f  E.  G.  God  extfis^  Cod  //  in  Heaven  above^Qo^  is  on  2arth  kelvw. 
Ihe  word  God  ibere,  {upon  the  DoH»rU  Hjpothefu  of  infimto  ext^f 
Jion)  has  three  feveral  Ideas  anntx'd  t9  it*'  * 

You 
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You  ask  mc,  wherein  the  pre/ent  Scholia 
ftich-Notien  di/agrees  with  the  SabcUian?  I 
anfwer,  in  admittiog  three  real  fobfifting  Per-^ 
foos.  Boc  fmce  you  are  fb  ofbeb  chargiDg  us 
with  SAkelUani/m^  it  may  be  proper  to  oblerve 
imre,  how  near  akin  the  Sahe/lians  md  Brians 
are  to  each  other ;  Both,  as  it  were»  growing 
of  the  fame  Stock. 

I.  In  the  firft  Place,  Both  feem  tofuppofe  or 
take  for  granted,  that  if  the  modus,  or  manner^ 
be  unintelitgible,  the  Thing  k  felf  is  incredible; 

X.  Both  agree  in  the  faadamental  Principte 
of  Herefy^  that  one  Subftancc,  or  Being,  can 
be  only  one  real  Pcrfon,  or  Hyfofiafis.  As 
Neftorius  and  Entyches^  tho*  taking  difJerenc 
ways,  yet  proceeded  upon  the  fame  Bottom, 
that  two  Natures  could  not  make  one  Terfoh 
in  Chrift :  So  Saheilius  and  Arius^  before  Them, 
tho'  differing  in  the  laft  refiilt,  yet  fet  out  up- 
on the  6mc  Principle ;  That  two  real  Perfons 
cannot  be  one  Being  or  Suhftance. 

3.  In  Confequence  of  their  prime  Pofitioit, 
Both  confpire  to  dilcard,  in  reality^  the  Son 
and  the  Holy-Ghoft  from  the  One  true  God* 
head ;  looking  upon  it  as  Tritheifin  to  make 
the  Perfons  real,  and  divine  too.  One  Hypo^ 
Jiafis  in  the  Godhead  is  all  that  either  of  Them 
admits ;  both  Judaizing,  as  *  Gregory  Nyjfen 
juftly  obferves,  in  that  refpedt :  And  the  JW^ 
bellian^s  T^ccwu/i®*,  (or  God  with  three  Names) 

'Ayj»tHi^  Gt^.  Nfff.  QMtr.  Eonoin.  6j&. 
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anfwers  to  the  Arian^s  *  Kyimro^^  Selfexifient, 
or  ^nbegotten  God.  Thus  far  they  amicably 
agree ;  let  us  next  obferve  where  They  differ. 

SuppofingThem  fix*d  and  fettled  in  their  p^^ 
liminary  Principle,  it  is  manifcft  that  the  Wwi 
and  Sprit  muft  cither  be  Names  only,  or,  if 
real  diftind  Perfons,  Creatures.  The  SabtU 
Hans  were  at  liberty  to  chufe  this^  or  that: 
But,  finding  Scripture  run  high,  and  Tradirion 
ftrong  for  the  Divinity  of  the  fVord  and  Hotf- 
Spirit^  They  made  choice  of  the  former;  in* 
icrprctiog  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Gfjofi,  as  dif- 
ferent Names  of  one  and  the  lame  Hypoftafis, 
w  real  Perfon.  By  this,  they  effedually  guard- 
ed againft  the  fuppos'd  Tritheifm  of  the  Cath^^ 
licks,  as  well  as  againft  Pagan  TolytheiJk\ 
and,  being  wife  Men  fo  far,  iccured  the  Point 
which  They  aim'd  at.  The  Brians,  who  came 
after  (and  who,  as  I  before  faid,  fet  out  upoo 
the  lame  preliminary  Principles)  finding  that 
the  Sabellian  Confufion  of  Perfons  had  been 
Wtcrly  routed,  baffled,  and  exploded  by  all 
good  Catholicks,  bad  really  no  Option  left; 
but  either  to  make  the  Son  and  Holy- Spirit 
Creatures,  or  to  give  up  their  Preliminaries. 
Accordingly,  They  took  the  way  which  the 
Sabellians  had  left  Them ;  and  were  very  un- 
happy in  this  particular,  that,  endeavoring  to 
avoid  one  kind  of  Tritheijm,  They  fell  into 
Another. 

The  Arian  Scheme,  hcfides  it's  failing  in  it^s 
pincipal  Defigo  of  aivoidiflg  ¥Q/jl(biifio^  has 

many 
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many  real  and  great  Difficulties ;  being  as  well 
too  high  for  fome  Texts,  as  too  low  for  others ; 
which  the  Catholicks^  or  Sabellians  can  much 
better  deal  with.  Hence,  I  (uppofe,  it  was,  that 
the  %)nitarians,  at  the  Beginning  of  the  Re* 
formation,  having  modeftly  begun  with  *  jiri- 
anijm^  for  the  mod  part  fettled  into  Socini^ 
anifm^  which  is  near  to  Sabelliantfm:  And 
our  Englifli  Unitarians,  who  for  acutencis  of 
Wit  and  fubtilty  of  Thought  have  not  been  io^ 
fcrior  to  any  of  their  Brethren,  have  been  ftill 
refining  upon  the  Socinian  Scheme  (which  had 
(buck  upon  T^itheifm^  in  like  manner  as  the 
Avian  had  upon  Tritheijm)  and  have  brought 
it  ftill  nearer  to  Sabellianijm.  After  all,  whea 
Men  have  run  their  Courfe  from  Orthodoxy  to 
Arianifin,  from  Arianifin  to  Socinianijm^  and 
from  thence  to  Sabellianifm ;  if  They  will  but 
give  themfelves  leave  to  refled:  and  look  back, 
They  may  perhaps  perceive,  at  length,  that 
Catholicijm,  is  the  ovAy  Serif  tural,  as  well  as 
the  Antient  Scheme ;  liable  to  the  feweft  Dif- 
ficulties, and  bed  guarded  againft  Objcdioos. 
It  is  therefore  no  wonder  that  the  Bulk  of  Chri- 
(lians,  learned  and  unlearned,  have,  for  as  many 
Centuries  upward  as  we  have  any  clear  Re- 
cords extant,  elpoufed  it.  It  is  an  ca(y  matter 
for  Men  of  Wit  and  Fancy  to  find  fault  with 
Any  Thing :  But  it  requires  Thought  and  Judg- 
ment to  fettle  Things  upon  their  true  Bottom. 
Let  Thofe  who  are  dilpleafed  with  the  received 

*  Socin.  Contr.  Erafm.  Johan.  p.  496. 

Dodhinc^ 
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Podrine,  fhow  us  a  Better ;  and  make  any  other 
confident  Scheme  (conftftent  with  Scripmre 
^nd  with  it  Self  )  if  They  can.  Wife  and  good 
Men  will  be  always  willing  to  Reform,  if  there 
|>e  Caufe  for  it :  But  they  will  not  be  forward 
fo  pull  down  what  appears  to  be  founded  on  a 
]p.ock,  in  order  only  to  buikl  upon  the  Sand. 
It  is  fome  Satisfadion  to  the  Trinitarians  tx^ 
obferve,  how  Jong  fome  great  Wits  have  been 
new-modelling  Chriftianity ;  and  have  not  yet 
f>een  able  to  agree  in  any  one  certain  Scheme. 
The  Arians  fall  upon  the  Sabellians^  and  the 
Sabellians  again  upon  Them :  Oie  defends  the 
^erfonality  ^  and  the  other  the  T^i'oinity  ef 
fhe  A^y®*,  or  Word^  and  cannot  yet  be  broogk 
f  o  any  Agreement,  *  Betwixt  Them,  the  Prin- 
ciples of  the  Catholick  Church  arc  fupported, 
and  They  condemn  each  other,  in  the  very 
Things  which  the  Church  condemns  in  Both. 
If  I  may  give  a  Judgment  of  the  two  Schemes, 
the  Sabellian  appears  to  be  the  neater  of  the 
Two,  and  moft  confident  with  it  felf :  The  Arian 
is  more  pious  and  modcft,  tender  of  degrading 
the  Son  of  God  too  far.  As  Men  grow  bolder 
and  more  learned  in  Herejy^  They  will,  very 
probably,  be  drawing  nearer  and  nearer  to  the 
Sabelitans.  Two  of  the  ableft  and  acuteft  Men 
of  the  later  Unitarians  (one  Here,  the  other 
Abroad)  have  preferred  ihQSabellianvfzy  z  And 

f  Uterque  Hodis  rccledx  res  Ecclefix  agit :  Dam  SaSiUim  Deam 
ex  natura  in  opcribus  prardicatj  Hi  vcro,  ex  Sacraocoto  ¥ida$ 
filiutn  Dei  confitcutur.   Hilar,  p.  919. 
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as  They  have  given  Proofe  of  rbett  Leamiflgi 
ib  have  they  iiifficiently  ftown  tbtir  Boldnefi 
aUb^  by  treating  fo  fbblime  and  tremendous  ^ 
Subjed,  in  the  way  of  Scoff  and  Ridicule.  Td 
f eturii ;  You  are  pleafed  to  fay,  that  you  haxji 
anjwer'd  for  2)r.  GlarkeV  Notion  n&f  heifl^ 
Sabellian,  and  bavf  froved  that  it  is  not  TH^ 
theiftick.  But  give  me  leave  to  fay,  that  yoii 
are  deceived  in  Both:  The  Ground  is  SsBel^ 
lian,  and  the  Super-ftrodure  Tritheiftick ;  aiid^ 
the  whole  contrived  in  fuch  a  way,  as  to  hang 
looieiy  together. 

It  is  obvious,  lit  fird  (ight,  that  the  tftle  Atidii 
or  Semi-Arian  Scheme  (which  you  would  bd 
thought  to  come  up  to  at  leaft)  can  hevef 
tolerS>Iy  fupport  it  felf.  without  taking  in  th^ 
Catholick  Principle  of  a  Human  Soul  to  joia 
with  the  ^^r^.  If  you  come  thus  far.  it  will  theH 
be  eafy  to  perceive  that  the  Sabellian  Sch^d 
is  the  fimpler  and  plainer ;  befides  that  it  betted 
aniwers  the  high  Things  Ipokcn  of  the  Word  \ 
in  re/ped  of  which  your  Scheme  is  as  mdch 
too  low^  as  before  too  high,  But  then  agairi,- 
the  Arguments  for  the  di(lin<3  perfinality  of 
the  JVord  and  Holy  Spirit,  beat  fo  full  and 
itrong,  that  there  will  appear  a  Neccfflity  for 
taking  in  another  Catholick  Principle ;  and  Thaf 
will  compleatly  anfwer  ail.  And  why  thett 
&ould  not  the  Catholick  Dodlrine  (lb  a{>» 
parentiy  neceflary  to  make  Scripture  confident) 
be  admitted  ?  The  Cafe,  in  few  words^  iippearti 
to  be  only  this.    You  cannot  u&derftaid  hoitf 

Threi 
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Three  can  he  One ;  yoa  fee  no  reafbn,  a  frim^ 
why,  if  the  Son  and  Hoiv  Spirit  be  Co  evalzxA 
Confubftantiah  They  mould  not  \x  Co-ordi^ 
mate  too ;  yoa  know  not  why  the  Father  might 
sot  as  well  be  faid  to  be  begotten^  as  to  beget  \ 
to  be  fent^  as  to  fend,  or  the  like.  Very  true: 
But  you  may  fee  a  Reafon,  a  frioriy  why  Crea- 
tures, of  ycfterday,  may  not  be  able  to  fcarch 
the  deep  Things  of  God:  Yoii  may  know  how 
well  it  becomes  Them  to  iiibmit  their  Fandes, 
or  Prefumptions,  to  divine  Revelation;  content 
to  fee  through  a  Gla/s  darkly.,  till  the  Time 
come  to  know  God  more  perfedly,  and  to  fee 
Him  as  He  is.  This  may  be  a  fufficient  An- 
fwer  to  a  pious  and  humble  Mind,  in  all  Cafes 
of  this  Nature ;  where  the  difficulty  is  owing 
only  to  our  imperfect  and  inadequate  Con- 
ception of  Things. 

I  was  obliged  to  pafs  over  fome  Remarks 
you  had  in  your  Notes  *,  for  the  fake  of 
Method :  But  it  will  not  be  too  late  to  confider 
Them  here.  1  had  made  no  ufe  of  J  oh.  lo.  30. 
(/  ana  my  Father  are  one)  but  you  had  a 
mind  to  bring  it  in,  to  let  us  know  how  well 
you  could  anfwer  it,  from  the  primitive  Wri- 
ters, I  am  always  willing  to  defend  thole  good 
Men,  and  to  relcue  Them  out  of  the  Hands  of 
Thofe,  who  either  knowingly,  or  ignorantly 
abufe  Them.  You  begin  thus,  Triumphantly : 
The  defenders  of  the  Scholajlick  Explication 
of  the  Trinity  in  Unity ^  tho'  They  pretend 

•  Pag.  10^. 

much 
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much  that  the  moft  Antient  Writers  of  the 
GhUrcb  are  on  their  Jide,  yet^  in  exprejfmg 
their  Notion  of  the  Unity  in  the  divine  Ter- 
Jons^Thej  do  not  only  leave  Scripture  and  Rea- 
foHy  but  plainly  run  againft  the  whole  Stream 
of  Antiqairy  alfa.  "the  7ext  oh  which  they  fa 
much  rely  (Joh.  lo.  30.)  is  underflood  by  Tcr- 
tallian  Himfelf  of  the  Unity  of  Love,  and 
Confent^  and  Tower.  You  go  on  to  cite  Ter- 
tu/lian,  and  others,  from  Dr.  Clarke.  But, 
Writers  in  a  Caufe,  arc  very  often  known  to 
rcprefeot  Things  by  halves.  You  ihall  fee, 
pfcfoitly,  what  little  Reafbn  you  have  to  talk 
of  the  whole  Stream  of  Antiquity.  The  Text, 
ylrhith  you  fpeak  of,  has  all  along  been  made 
ufe  of  by  the  Catholicks^  in  two  RefpeiSs ;  firft, 
in  Proof  of  our  Lord's  real  Divinity,  againft  as 
BEiaoy  as  denied  it ;  and  fecondly,  in  Proof  of 
his  real  Diftindion  from  the  Father,  againft 
the  Noetians  or  Sabellians.  There  was  very 
little  occafion  to  infift  much  upon  Unity 
of  Subjlance,  with  thdfe  who  had  carried 
Unity  of  Subjiance  fb  high,  as  to  make  one 
Hypoftafs.  It  might  be  iufficient,  in  difpute 
with  thofe  Men  to  obferve  that  That  Text 
did  by  no  means  prove  an  Identity  of  y^r- 
Jbn^  unlels  Taul  and  Afollos  were  one  Per- 
fbn,  which  is  abfurd.  Whatever  the  Text 
might  otherwifc  prove  ^  it  certainly  did  not 
prove,  what  the  Sabellians  pretended,  an 
Unity  of  Terfon.  This  the  Toft  Nicene  Fa- 
thers frequently  obferve,  againft  the  Sabellians 

Bb  (as 
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(as  the  Antt-Nicene  had  done  before)  thon^, 
at  the  fame  time.  That  Text  might  be  of  good 
ufe  againft  the  Arians ;  as  it  had  been  all  doDg 
againft  the  Imfugners  of  Chrift*s  divinity. 
For  your  clearer  Apprehenfion  of  this  Matter, 
I  lliall  fet  down,  *  in  Two  diftincfJ:  Columns, 
the  Sentiments  of  the  primitive  Writers;  on  this 
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Dtvinity* 

TeRTUL'LI  AN 

Nunquani  fepantos  a  Patre 
aut  Alius  a  Patrc.  quia  tgo  £c 
ter  unum  fumus.  adv.  Prax.  c*  8. 

Qui  TresUnumfuntiDoaUous, 
quomodo  diftum  eft,  Ego  P^' 
ttr  Unum  fumus.  Ad  Subftantiz 
Unitateni*  non  ad  numeri  Singu- 
laritatem  Adv,  trmx,  c.  ^f. 

NOVATI  AN. 

Quod  fi,  cum  nuJIius  Hominis 
Hacc  vox  cflTc  poflct.  Ego  &  P^' 
ttr  unum  fumus,  hanc  vocem  dc 
Confcientia  Divmitath  Chriftus 
Solus  cdicit— -mcrito  Dcus  eft 
Chriftus.  c.  i^. 

Si  Homo  tantummodo  Chri- 
ftus, quid  eft  quod  dicit,  Ego 
fater  unum  fumus.  Si  non  & 
Dtus  eft»  &  Filius,  qui  idcirco 
unum  poceft  dici,  dum  ex  Ipfo 
eft,  Ic  dum  Filius  ejus  eft,  & 
dum  ex  ipfo  nafcitur,  &  dum 
ex  ipfo  proceflifle  reperitur,  per 
quod  &  Deus  eft.  c,  a}, 

Orioen. 

AtKTtOf        i  tStT,  <>7I  UJTtp 


AgMmJI  Sabellians. 

Tertulliak.^ 
Uftum  dicit  neutralf  reAo, 
quod  non  pertinet  ad  Singubrha- 
tem  fed  ad  ttnitatem,  ad  Conjuih 
^ionem »  ad  diledlionem  P^mv*. 
qui  Pilium  diligit,  8c  td  obfeqDioir 
Filii^quiVoluntati  Patris  ofa(eqiii> 
cur.  Unum  fumus,  dicens,  qaot 
xquat  &  jungit,  AJv.  Prax,  c  11. 

Nov  ATI  A  N. 

Quia  dixit  unum,  mtelligatt 
Ha^rctici  quia  non  dixerit  umu, 
Unum  enim  neutralitcr  poftcuio 
Societatis  Concordiam,  non  Uoi- 
tatem  Perfons  fonat  ■  merita 
unum  lit  Pater  &  Filius  per  con- 
cordiam, &  per  amorem,  &  per 
dileftionem— Novit  banc  coo- 
cordiae  Unitatem  8c  Apoftoiof 
Paulus  cum  Perfonarum  diftin- 

aione  J^i  pianist  <^  qui 

rigtit  unum  funt.  Quia  autem  non 
intclligat  altcrum  eflc  Apollo,  al- 
tcrum  Paulum,  non  eundero  at* 
que  ipfum  Apollo  pariter  8c  Fmu* 
lum'  c.  21. 

Origen* 
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fMT.  Coatr.  Celf.  L  8.  p.  )86. 
DioNYsius  Rom* 
Oin  {xc^)  mtiai  tuiXMf 

i'AAnr       Adjjir ,  tyJ»  p4»^,  ^J|«,  i^^if 

-TntTf^  Xf  hrfAtK  Ap*  Athan.  p.  13 1. 

Hi  PPOLYTUS. 

mriif,  •{     iCf^fhi^  A«y^.  c.  1 1. 
Alexander  Alex* 

cif  i  xus/i^>  tf  'Jian^tL  ieunif 

Theod.  E.H.  Li.  c.4.  p.!!*. 
Epiphanius. 

tr/ftiy  TO  JfOf  Of  fjuiZ  f  m- 

i^tiy^i,  p.  488.  Hatr./;. 
Cyril.  Ribros. 

^£r         r«  su»r«  /SfMlAuipur— 

«AA«  nr^W  ytlet  ^  i  ^if-mv 
hiuti9Uf}U,  p.  14a,  t4|.  Ox*  Ed. 
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T<^.^  «S  T  im^n^Tu,  T  'if or 

Ut^utHif  c«  murS  Sm  u\in  tea 
eifc  ?•  ettV  Contr.  Cclf.  1.  8< 
p.  386. 


HiPPOtYTOS. 

u^$,  ikAA'  o  irfAfiP,  re  p«p  iCfi,»9 
cine  Iqf        At^r^ ,  tfkAA*  i:n 

— w  mvroi  Atymp  W 

^jr  S^l^i?^  *^  ou*0^9mi  $9  yoi^ 

Stfit%Xiytm9  U9MI  {9  tJ  XATfi 

7f tf«  0  Contr.  Noct.  c.  7. 

pag.  1 1. 


Epiphanius. 

r  -sritii^ob  ^  r  «M/7»»  fiM/  'if Of 
A«y^,  vniinv  mru^  ttet  £at9  S9  9tA» 

jt^tf^rAW  iMfAv.  n«f$  ykp  liJlii'tfTo 

nill^Of  Xm  *lt9t999At    KM  Ot  Xtf^f^ 

Cyril.  Hierosol^ 
Ou)t  iTjn  iym  mmI  i  ir«riip  u  ttfitu 
et^*  tytf  JUM  o  v*r^^  19  irfAit,  t9t6 

^9  \oJrtb^€M*t,  ipyxG-tiiJui^.  p.141* 
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Head ;  that  you  may  pcrccrvc  how  They  dc- 
feuded  fuch  an  ^nity  as  we  maintaiD,  at  the 
lame  Time  that  they  ftremioafly  oppofcd  the 
Sabellians.  I  fliall  make  particular  Remarks 
upon  the  Authors^  Tiogly,  as  I  pais  along ;  and 
afterwards  throw  in  fome  general  Obfcrvations: 

To  begin  with  7l?r^i^//w«.-  You  will  obfcrvc, 
that  He  interprets  the  Text  exfrejly  of  ^Onity 
of  Subftance,  in  one  Citation :  And  He  is  to 
be  fb  underflood  in  the  other,  had  you  but 
thought  how  to  conftrue  ^nitatem,  as  yon 
fliould  have  done.  I  fuppole,  ^nity  of  Love, 
Confent,  and  Tower  may  very  well  follow, 
after  fo  good  a  Foundation  laid  for  it.  7Vr- 
tuUian  ellcwhere  intimates  the  UnCt  and  in- 
violable Harmony  of  the  three  Perlons,  rcfolv- 
ing  it  into  ^nity  of  Subjiance. 

Novatian  is  your  next  Author  :  You  may 
pleafe  to  obferve,  how  abfiird  He  thinks  it 
would  have  been  for  any  meer  Man  to  have 
faid,  I  and  my  Father  are  one.  And  why  fb? 
Might  not  there  be  Unity  of  fVill,  Confent, 
Author ityy  between  God  and  Man  ?  Undoubt- 
edly there  might.  Well  then  ;  Novatian  did 
Conceive  the  Text  to  fpeak  of  Unity  of  Love, 
&c.  but  Equality  of  Nature  frejuppofed:  For 
even  Taut  and  Af  olios  were  not  of  a  different 
Mature ;  one  was  as  truly  Man,  as  the  other  : 
And  fb,  if  Chrifl  was  truly  God,  as  well  as  the 
Father,  He  might  lay,  1  and  my  Father  art 

*  Tam  conibrtibus  Subftaiiti*  Patrif.   Cmtf.  frax*  c^r  3. 

out. 
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one.  This  is  *  plainly  Novatian^s  Scnfe,  in  the 
Citations  of  the  firft  Colunin ;  and  it  is  very  con- 
fident with  the  other,  in  the  oppofite  Column, 
All  That  Unity  of  Confent,  Love,  &c.  is  found- 
ed upon,  and  refoives  inro  ^nity  of  Subjiance 
and  Principle,  according  to  this  Writer.  ' 

Origen  comes  next.  I  have  let  againft  Him 
a  Paflage  of  ^ionyjius  of  Rome,  who  quotes 
the  Text  in  Confirmation  of  what  He  had  juft 
before  (aid,  that  we  ought  not  by  any  means 
to  undervalue  the  fiiper-eminent  Dignity  of  the 
Son,  by  fuppofing  Him  a  Creature.  As  to 
Origen  particularly,  it  is  to  be  confidered,  that, 
if  He  had  refblved  the  Unity  of  Godhead,  in 
that  Paflage,  into  Unity  of  Confent,  mention- 
ing no  other ;  yet  no  certain  Argument  could 
be  drawn  from  thence,  that  He  held  no  other ; 
any  more  than  from  the  PafTages  of  Novatian 
and  Tertullian  before  cited.  Had  They  been 
left  Jingle,  They  had  been  liable  to  the  fame 
Charge ;  and  yet  it  feems  mecrly  accidental  that 
They  were  not.  Authors  do  not  always  fpeak 
their  whole  Thoughts  upon  a  particular  occa- 
iion ;  but  are  content  only  to  (ay  as  much  as 
the  occafion  requires.  Origen  was  guarding 
againft  the  Sahellim  abufe  of  the  Text,  and 
bis  Thoughts  were  turned  to  That  chiefly. 
However ,  in  That  very  place ,  He  made  fo 
much  Ufe  of  the  Text,  as  from  thence  to  infer, 
that  Father  and  Son  are  one  God,  and  one  Ob- 
jeSf  of  Worfliip ;  which,  to  any  one  who  is 

^  Qomf^t  a  fajfugi  tf  Novatian  cited  tikov9  p.  36. 

B  b  3  accyiaiated 
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acquatDted  with  Origen^s  Principles  ia  That 
Book,  mud  appear  to  denote  the  divine  aod 
Uncreated  Nature  of  the  Son ;  and  coniequent* 
Jy  a  fubfiantial  Unity  betwixt  Him  and  the 
Father;  Befides,  that  this  is  farther  intimated, 
id  the  Paflage  cited,  by  the  Words,  imiJyac^/at 
irii^  J^$>15,  and  'Xf'iJ^'^^^  \jz^igaa^f  which 
feem  to  have  been  added  to  qualify  the  former; 
and  are  hardly  pertinent  ^t  on  fome  (uch  Sup- 
pofition.  To  confirm  which,  pleafe  to  compare 
Origen  with  Alexander  Bifliop  of  Alexandria 
bis  Comment  on  the  fame  Text,  and  you'l  find 
Them  very  nearly  the  fame ;  which  is  fofficient 
to  acquit  Origen  of  any  Sufpicion  of  AriantT^ 
ing^  in  this  point. 

1  come  next  to  Hiffolytus^  who  has  but 
'  lately  appeared,  and  whom  neither  the  Dodor 
por  You  have  took  notice  of.  He  argues,  agaiofl 
tht  Saiellians^  in  the  very  fame  way  with  Ter^ 
tullian^  Novatian^  and  Origen :  But  then,  in 
the  other  Citation  oppofitely  placed,  He  clear- 
ly refolves  the  Unity  of  the  Godhead  into 
Unity  Subftance  and  Principle.  .But  bcfides 
this,  it  defcrves  your  Ipecial  Notice,  That  while 
He  fpeaks  of  Unity  of  IFill,  and  Concord  (ad- 
mitting a  kind  of  Parallel  between  the  Union 
of  Chriflians,  and  the  Union  of  God  and  Chrifl) 
He  clearly  fignifies  how  infinitely  naQfc  perfc(fl 
the  latter  isi  rcfblving  it  into  this,  that  the 
Son  is  the  Ttar^o^,  the  Living  and  Si&ftantial 
Mind,  or  Thought  of  the  Father.  This  then 
is  the  Cafe:  There  is  an  Uoitv  of  Concord, 
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and  Harmonious  Love,  founded  upon  Unity  of 
Subftance :  And  the  words,  /  and  my  Father 
are  one^  Expreis  both  the  Unity  it  felf,  and 
the  Foundation  of  it.  Taul  and  Apolks  were 
one  in  Heart  and  Will,  in  fuch  Meafure  and 
JOqgree  as  They  were  capable  of :  And  fo  God 
and  Chrift  are  one  likewife ;  but  by  an  Union 
infinitely  more  perfedi,  and  upon  an  infinitely 
higher  Foundation.  You  need  not  be  told,  that 
xadtf;  often  fignifies  not  an  exaSi  Equality  ^ 
but  a  general  Similitude :  *  The  Remark  is  jdl ; 
and,  as  it  is  at  other  times  urged  againfl  us,  ib 
let  me  here  claim  the  Benefit  of  it. 

1  have  added  to  the  Number,  Two  Tofi-Ni- 
cene  Writers,  Ef  iphanius  and  the  elder  Cyril ; 
which  are  enough  to  Ihow  that  the  fame  way 
of  realbning  againft  the  SabelUans  (which  pre- 
vailed before  ^^Nicene-Council)  obtained  like- 
wife  afterwards.  Some  arc  apt  to  triumph  ex- 
tremely, if  They  can  but  find  any  the  leaft 
Difference  between  the  Ante-Kicene  and  ^oft- 
Nicene  Writers.  If  there  Be  but  a  Text  or  Two 
differently  interpreted,  a  folemn  Remark  is 
made  upon  it ;  and  fomctimes  a  trifling  Note  of 
ibme  obfcure  Scboliaft,  or  any  Imaginary  Dif- 
ference (having  no  Foundation  but  the  IVriter's 
\  ignorance,  or  Negligence  in  comparing)  is  im- 
proved into  an  Argument  of  Change  of^o^ 
0rine ;  and  Athanajianifm  is  made  the  Name 
for  what  has  been  conftantly  held  in  the  Chri- 
fiian  Church.  If  there  be  occafion  to  fpeak  of 
the  Things  feemingly  Derogatory  to  the  Honour 

.5vu.A1hanj1f.Orat.  3.  ff.y7»-        B  b  4  of 
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of  the  Son  (his  being  Subordinate ;  his  refer- 
ring all  Things  to  the  Father,  as  Head,  Root, 
Fountain,  Caufe\  his  executing  the  Father's 
Will,  and  the  like)  Or  of  a  real  Diftindion 
between  Father  and  Son  (as  their  being  <Jt'o  ktA- 
/iS^  du£  Res^  or  oqe  of  them,  ktA^iiZ  engig^, 
that  is,  perfonally  diftincS  from  the  other) 
then  only  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  are  quoted ;  as 
if  the  ToJi'Nicene  did  not  teach  the  very  fame 
Dodrine:  But  if  any  thing,  which  feems  to 
make  more  for  the  Honour  of  the  Son,  be  men- 
tioned (as  His  being  uncreated^  eternal^  one 
God  with  the  Father,  Creator  of  all  Things, 
and  the  like)  this  is  to  be  rcprefchted  as  the 
Dodtrine  of  the  Tojt-Niccne  Fathers  only ;  tho' 
nothing  is  more  evident  than  that  They  varied 
not  a  Tittle,  in  any  material  Point  of  Doctrine, 
from  their  PredecclTcrs ;  but  only  prelervcd,  as 
became  Them,  with  an  upright  Zeal,  the  true 
Faith  of  Chrift,  iz'hich  was  once  delivered  to 
the  Saints. 

To  return.  It  is  necdicfs  almoft,  to  take  no- 
tice of  other  Teftimonics :  Thofc  in  the  Mar- 

§in  are  fufficicnt  to  flipw  the  true  and  con- 
:ant  Senfc  of  the  Chriftian  Church.  The 
*Dodor  Q^oxt^  Bafil  and  Chryjoftom,  as  fay- 
ing Father  and  Spn  were  One,  y^-rd  i)jvafnf:  And, 
leu  the  Reader  fliould  underftand  what  thofe 
Fathers  meant  by  x^to  Si^jfctfjuf^  He  cuts  Chry- 
fofiom  Ihort;  whofe  vyords  immediately  follow- 
ing (g{  H  i  fiyttyi^  i  ctuTj;,  on  ^  ?j  oujiot) 
it  Pig.  loof 
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fhow  that  He  meant  by  Su9afii$,  not  the  fame 
j^uthority,  but  the  fame  inherent,  cffential, 
omnipotent  Power. 

Athenagorafs  Stndfii  may  be  rightly  inter-r 
preted  by  Hiffolytus  before  cited ;  or  by  CArjr- 
fbftom ;  or  by  Himfelf,  in  feveral  Places  where 
He  is  clear  for  the  Conjubftantiality.  JuJIin 
Martyr's  Sentiments  have  been  explained  a* 
bovc ;  and  the  Council  of  Antioch'%  Expre/Tion 
(  TM  aviJLfmlci )  is  vindicated  by  *  Hilary ;  who 
Himfelf  may  be  readily  underftood  by  fuch  as 
remember  how  the  primitive  Fathers  held  the 
Holy-Ghoft  to  be,  as  it  were.  Vinculum  Tri- 
nit  at  is,  ind  fometimes  AmorTatris  fij  Filii  ; 
as  the  Son  Himfelf  is  alio  ftiled  Cbaritas  ex 
Charitate,  by  f  Origen.  Thefe  Things  I  can 
only  hint  to  the  intelligent  Reader,  having  al* 
ready  exceeded  the  Bounds  of  a  Digreilion. 

Q^u  B  R  V  XXIV. 

fVhether  Gal.  4.  8.  may  not  be  enough  to  de- 
termine  the  dijpute  betwixt  Us ;  ^nce  it 
obliged  the  ^o6tor  to  confefs  that  Chrifi 
is  \  by  Nature  truly  God,  as  truly  as  Man  is 
by  Nature  truly  Man. 

He  equivocates,  indeed,  there,  as  ufual.  For, 
He  will  have  it  to  fignify,  that  Chrijl  is 
God  by  Nature,  only  as  having,  by  that 
Nature  which  He  derives  from  the  Fa- 

^  Pag.  1 1 70,  1 1 7 1,        ^  Paia|>b«  AjpoL  p.  231.  Bened. 
\  RcpTy,  pt  8i<  .     '  * 

fAer^ 
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ther^  true,  divine  Tower  and  T>amiuion  : 
Ti»f  is^  He  is  truly  God  by  Nature,  as 
having  a  Nature  diftinU  from,  and  in- 
ferior  to  God's,  wanting  f  the  mod  cdencial 
Cbarader  of  God,  ielf-exiftence.  fVhat  is 
ibis  hut  trifling  with  Words,  and  flaying 
Jaft  and  loofi  i 

IN  Anfwcr  hereto,  you  begin:  IF  ill  the 
^uerift  infift  upon  it^  that  the  Son  cannot 
he  God  hy  Nature,  unlefs  He  be  Self  ex- 
ifientl  And  you  proceed:  lean  ajfure  Him 
the  learnedeft,  even  of  his  own  Friends,  are 
afl>amed  of  this ;  and  there  are  few  fo  hardy, 
as  dire£ily  to  affirm  it.  But,  have  a  little  Pa- 
tience, and  rU  endeavor  .to  make  you  eaiy. 
Where  were  your  Thoughts  ?  Where  were  your 
Eyes  ?  Either  I  am  (Irangely  miftakeo,  or  the 
Line,  which  offended  you  fo  grievoufly,  was 
fcored  underneath ;  and  pag.  91^.  of  the  Doctor's 
Reply  referred  to,  as  you  find  now :  And  my 
charging  the  Doftor  with  flaying  fafl  and 
locfe,  immediately  after,  might  have  been  a 
iufficient  Intimation  of  my  meaning.  Whether 
I  think  the  Son  SelfExiftent  or  no,  is  not  now 
the  Qucftion.  I  took  hold  of  the  Doiftor's  Ex- 
preflion,  charged  Him  with  fafl  and  loofe,  that 
is,  faying  and  unlaying,  contradiding  Himfelf 
IfSelfexiflence  be  mofl  ejfentialCharaBer 
of  God,  it  feems  to  me  to  follow,  that  th^  Son^ 
who  by  the  Doctor's  Confeflion  wants  that 
Chara^er^  cannot  be  truly  andby  Nature  God. 
•  Reply,  p.  any 
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any  more  than  aoy  thing  can  be  truly  and  bj 
Nature  Man,  without  the  effential  Character 
of  Man.  As  to  my  own  part ;  i  never  pretend 
that  Self-extfience  is  an  ejfential  Charader  of 
God :  You  might  have  confider'd  that  we  deny 
it  abfolutely ;  we  fuppofe  it  *  negative  and  re- 
lative, and  call  it  z  fer/dnal  CharaAer.  Necef- 
farj  exijience  is  an  ejjential  Character,  and  be- 
longs equally  to  Father  and  Son  :  If  That  be 
what  you  mean  by  Self-exijience^  then  That 
alio  belongs  to  Both.  Explain  your  ielf,  and  deiaS 
not  fb  much  in  ambiguous  Terms,  which  wc 
have  juft  Reafbn  to  complain  of.    The  Dtfiftor 
knows  how  Selfexijient^  by  Cuftom,  founds 
among  common  Readers ;  and  that  denying  the 
Son  to  be  Self-exijlent,  may  be  thought  hf 
many  the  fame  Thing  with  denying  Him  to  be 
God.  Had  He  pleafed,  in  his  Tranflations  of 
iygyi)j7Df>  and  elle-where,  to  fay  oftner,  unbegot\ 
ten  or  underived^  inftead  of  Self-exijlent,  it 
would  have  been  kind  towards  his  Readers,  and 
perhaps  as  kind  to  Himfelf :  For  it  will  be  al- 
ways thought  as  much  beneath  a  grave  Writer 
to  take  the  poor  Advantage  of  an  equivocal 
Word,  as  it  is  a  difparagement  to  any  Caufe  to 
be  fcrved  by  it.    But  to  proceed. 

You  wanted,  it  feems,  to  bring  in  a  pared 
of  Quotations,  which  you  might  as  well  have 

*  Sicut^fecundum  StdflsntiMm  aid*  Homo  dl,  He  fccundum  ^jvf- 
fitmtiam  nego,  cum  >dico«  nmt'h»mo  eft  Sec.  Relative  autem  negS* 
xnus  diccndo  non  filius:  relative  igitur  neganius  dicendo  non  genitm. 
Inimtm  porro>  quid  eft  oili  »«»-/f»i/«i?—**— quod  autem  reUpv^ 
frfUuatUxtitt  n9n  indioK  SkifiMmim.  Ang^e  Trin.  1. 5-.  c.  6. 

refcrrVl 
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rcfcrr'd  to  only,  where  They  ♦  lie,  and  may 
be  fcen  to  greater  Advantage.  Whatever  They 
arc^  They  contradid:  not  me ;  nor  are  They  at 
all  pertinent  to  the  Bufincfs  of  the  Query.  My 
dcfign  was  to  Ihow,  at  once,  the  Doc9:or's  to- 
confiftency  with  Scripture,  and  with  Himfclf: 
Both  which  are  intimated  in  the  Query-  It  was 
your  part  to  defend  Him,  as  fairly  as  you  coalA 
TheDodor,  I  obferved,  was  obliged  from  Gal. 
4. 8.  to  confels  that  the  Son  is  ^  Nature  trulj 
Gad.  From  thence  I  infer,  that  His  Scheme 
cannot  (land  with  that  Text ;  being  an  expreis 
Contradidion  to  it.  You  infift  upon  ic  notwith- 
ftanding,  that  the  Son  may  be  ^  Nature  truly 
Gad,  agreeable  to  the  Text,  and  confident  with 
the  Dodor's  Principles.  This  then  is  the  fole 
Point  between  us,  to  be  here  difcus'd. 

You  have,  you  fiy,  proved,  that  in  Scri- 
pture there  are  different  and  iubordinate  Jc- 
ceptations  of  the  word,  God.  True,  you  have 

5 roved  that  Men  have  been  called  Gods\  and 
daU  Gods ;  the  T^evH  is  alio  a  God,  (x  Or. 
4. 4.)  and  the  Belly  a  God.  But,  I  think,  St. 
y^/z/hath  fufftciently  intimated,  (i  C9r.8.f,6.) 
that  the  Son  is  not  to  be  reckoned  among  the 
Nominal  Gods ;  befides  that  you  your  Selves 
cotvfels  it.  If  He  be  God  at  all.  He  is  a  real 
ime:  And  now  I  want  to  fee  what  Scripture 
Warrants,  or  permits  us  to  profcfs  Two  real 
and  true  Gods.    You  fay,  the  Son  is  God, 

•  Script.  DoSr.  p^o6»  &c.  alias  27^3,  ?cc. 

truly, 


QU.XXI V.     of  flme  Q^U  E  R I E  S.  in 

truly,  and  properly^  and  by  Nature^  in  the 
Scripture  Senfe  of  the  woid,  God^  (/.no.) 
Then  fay  I,  He  mod  be  the  fame  with  the  one 
fupreme  God,  becau(e  there  is  bat  One.  If  He 
is  truly  fo.  He  is  the  fame  with  the  only  true 
God\  if  properly  fo,  his  Sobftance  is  properly 
divine ;  if  by  Nature  fb.  He  has  the  lame 
ture  with  the  one  God.  Yet  I  very  well  know 
that  yoa  intend  nothing  like  it :  Only,  from 
the  concurring  Language  of  Scripture  and  Anti- 
quity, you  find  it  nece(7ary  to  lay  as  we  lay : 
And  are  afterwards  to  rack  and  drain  Invention^ 
to  find  out  Ibme  fubtile  and  liirprizing  Meaning 
for  it.  What  may  we  not  do  with  any  Writings 
Kn  the  World  at  this  Rate,  fo  long  as  Words 
are  capable  of  being  prefs'd  and  tortured  into 
diverfe  Meanings  ?  But  let  us  go  on,  to  lee  how 
you  account  for  the  Son's  being  God  by  Na- 
ture. If  divine  Tower  and  dominion  be 
derived  and  exercised  partially^  temporarily^ 


Verfons  to  be.  and  to  be  ftiled  Gods ;  not  by 
Nature,  but  by  Grace.  Your  Notion  of 
minion  making  God  to  be  Gody  has  been  fuffi- 
ciently  expoled  in  the  former  Parts.  I  need 
only  ask  here,  what  was  God  before  the  Crea- 
tures were  made  ?  Or  did  He  then  commence 
God.  by  Nature,  when  He  created  the  Uni- 
verfe,  and  began  to  have  dominion  over  it  ? 
The  Dodor  appears  to  be  in  the  utmofl:  per- 
plexity, how  to  account  for  the  Son's  being 
called  God,  Job.  1. 1.  He  is  forced  to  quit  his 


or  in  certain  Emen 


mly.  it  makes  the 


Notion 
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Notion  of  ^minion.  ^Sometimes  ic  is  becanfe 
He  was  in  /cMp^N  ®tS  after  the  Creation,  and 
fibmetimes  becaofe  He  was  fartaker  of  divme 
Tower  and  Glory  (He  knew  not  how  to  fey 
dominion)  before  the  Creation:  And  ibmetinses 
I  /tcf7o;c?  T>K  auToJ&iii  5f owrc^.    So  that  now  we 
have  the  Dodor's  own  Authority  for  contra- 
di^ing  Himt  if  He  tells  us  again »  that  the 
Word,  God,  is  always  a  Word  of  O^^:  When 
He  was  confidering  the  Son  as  God  before  the 
Creation,  He  ihould  have  Thought  a  little  fiur- 
cher,  that  the  Father  was  then  alio  God^  and 
fiiould  have  told  us,  in  what  Senfe  He  was  ib. 
ikit  to  proceed:  Give  me  leave  to  obferve  here, 
that  the  Son  is  God.  not  by  Nature^  but  by 
Grace,  in  Confcqucncc  of  your  own  Priaciples. 
Being  a  Creature^  and  finite.  He  can  cxercilc 
the  divine  Power  and  Dominion  no  otherwifc 
than  partially  \  and  fince  He  did  not  cxcicife 
the  divine  Power  and  Dominion  to  the  utmoft, 
before  his  Rcfurredion,  He  exercis'd  it  only  in 
certain  Emergencies ;  and  fince  the  Exercife 
began  then,  and  is  to  end  after  the  Day  of 
Judgment,  it  is  barely  Temporary :  And  fo,  by 
your  own  Characters,  you  make  Him  God, 
by  Grace,  like  Angels,  Magijirates,  and  TPro- 
fhets ;  Only  his  dominion  is  larger,  and  for  a 
longer  period  of  Time :  This  is  your  God  by 
Nature.    But  you  arc  very  excufablc  for  not 
doing  what  is  ridiculous,  at  firft  fight,  even 

*  Script.  DoAr.  p.  7  5.  Zd,  2d.  f  Script.  DoCtr,  p.  140.  Ed*  td> 
4:  Script*  Do^.  P-  7B- 

fo 
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ib  mdch  as  to  pretend  to.    For  How  ihoidd  the 
Sm  be  God  by  Nature^  upon  y<mr  PrincipleSt. 
when  the  Father  Himfelf)  whaterer  \!ik%  Mttm 
ffbyfical  Nature  may  be  (which  the  *  Dodor. 
alkivirs  not  to  come  into  Confideration)  is  GoD> 
by  Office  only ;  mi|ht  tiot  have  been  God  air 
dl,  if  He  had  ploafed  to  make  no  Creaturesf 
and  may  c&fevtov(>e  ^W",  in  the  Scripture* 
Senfi  of  the  word,  whcnei?er  Hawill,  by  let* 
ring  all  Things  drop  into  their  primitive  No-i 
thing.    Now  unlels  Nature  and  Office  /ignify 
the  &me,  it  is  not  eaiy  to  conceive,,  upon  the 
Dodor's  Principles,  how  any  Perfon  can  be 
Gody  by  Nature,  at  all.    You  fay,  if  the  di- 
vine Towers  and  dominion  be  derived  to^ 
and  exerciled  by  a  Nature^  Ter/dn^  or  inteUi^ 
gent  sSubJiance^  Universally  (which  is  im* 
poHible  to  fuppole  in  a  finite  Creature)  Pbr-* 
MANENTLY  (which  is  Contrary  to  your  own 
Sappoficion  of  a  Kingdom  which  is  to  have  an 
end)  Unalterably,  (tho'  an  Alteration  is 
prdumed  in  refped:  of  the  Son,  and  might  be 
iuppoled  even  in  refped:  of  the  Father  Himfelf) 
If  thefe  Things  be  fb ;  that  is,  if  Contradidions 
be  true,  what  then .?  Then  fucb  a  Beings  or 
Ter/bn,  is  God  by  Nature,  &c.    And  this 
you  give  us  as  the  true  meaning  of  Gal.  4.  8. 
But,  I  hope,  we  ihall  have  more  refped  for 
an  inlpired  Apoftle  than  to  Father  any  fuch 
meaning  upon  Him.    For  the  true  Senfe  and 
Import  of  it,  I  refer  you  to  the  f  Learned  Gen* 

^  Script.  Dodlr.  p.  143. 296.  alias  aio.adj,  Repl/,  p.)oi* 
f-  True  Script.  Do^r.  CMtinued»  f*  7^,  c^r.  xVtVIC^KCL^ 
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demaot  who  has  fo  well  defended  this  Text 
agaioH:  Dr.  Clarke.  You  add.  Had  not  the 
Scriptures  this  Senfe  of  the  word,  God,  They 
could  not  be  intelligible  or  reconcilable {i^m^.) 
Bat  are  you  well  wured  that  you  underftand 
whatever  is  intedigible  or  reconcilable?  The 
Metafhyjical  definition,  you  lay.  cannot  be 
the  only  Scripture  Senfe  of  the  Term,  God. 
You  allow  then  that  it  naay  be  the  Trincipal, 
tho'  not  the  only  Scripture-Sdnie ;  which  I  am 
glad  to  hear  from  you.  The  Learned  Dodot 
will  not  admit  the  Metaphyfical  Senfe  to  be 
♦  ever  the  Scripture-Senfe  of  the  Term,  God. 
The  MetaphyjTcal  Scnk,  He  exprefly  (ays,  is 
never  intended;  but  the  conflant  ufage  of 
Scripture  is  different.  The  IVord,  Qod^  in 
Scripture,  is  Always  a  relative  IVord  of 
Office:  Which  tho*  the  DoStot  has  no  Proof  ot; 
nor  Ground  for,  nor  isHimfelf  well  iatisfied  in; 
yet  He  knew  why  He  laid  it,  having  very  good 
prudential  Keaions  for  it.  For,  if  the  Meta- 
phyfcalSQufe  be  ever  intended,  when  the  word,* 
God,  is  fpokcn  of  the  Father,  no  good  Reafon 
can  be  aifign'd  why  it  fhould  not  be  fo  always, 
when  Ipokcn  of  the  lame  Perlbn :  And  if  this 
be  the  current  and  mod  ufual  Senfe  of  the  word, 
Cod,  in  Scripture,  we  ihall  have  a  fair  handle 
to  prove  that  it  was  intended  in  the  lame  Senfe, 
when  fpoken,  it  fuch  and  fuch  Circumftances^ 
of  the  Son :  Or,  at  leaft,  the  Doctor  will  have 
little  or  no  Pretence  left,  upon  his  Principles, 

^  Script.Do^.  p.  1^6.   Reply,  p>  119.  i^o. 
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for  iaying  that  the  Son  is  truly ^  and  properly^ 
God.  You  obferve,  that  the  Metaphyfical 
Definition  of  one  Self-exiftent^  underived,  in- 
dependent^ fupreme  Being  would  exclude  the 
Son,  who  is  derived.  This  is  the  Sum  of  your 
Argument,  and  clearer  than  you  have  put  it. 
But  I  muft  obferve  to  you,  that  this  definitions 
or  fbmething  hke  it,  hath  long  pafTed  current 
with  Men  who  believed  a  Trinity  of  divine 
^erfons,  and  were  never  apprehenfive  of  any 
liich  Confequence  as  you  would  draw  from  it. 
It  is  properly  a  Definition  of  the  to  5e7oif,  the 
divine  Nature,  abfiraSling  from  the  Confidera- 
tion  of  the  dijlinffion  of  Perfons,  which  is  the 
ufual  method  that  the  Schoolmen,  and  others 
have  taken;  and  There  the  Words  felf-exifient^ 
underived,  independent,  are  not  confidered  as 
perfonal,  but  ejfential  ChzT2i6tcrs.  Necejfarily- 
extfting,  uncreated,  immutable,  all/ufficient, 
arc  what  They  mean,  in  thatdefinition:  Other- 
wife  it  is  a  Definition  of  the  Perlbn  of  the  Father 
only,  fingly  confider'd.  But  if  inftcad  of  Meta^ 
phyficks{yf\i\Q\i  mufl:  always  be  content  to  ftand 
correded  by  Gofpel  Revelation)  we  chufe  to 
take  our  Definition  of  God  from  Scripture: 
Then  that  of  *  MelanBhon,  which  I  have  put 
into  the  Margin,  will  be  more  full  and  compleat. 

*  Deus  eft  Edentia  Spiritualis.  Intelligens,  verax,  bona,  pura» 
jufta,  miiericors,  liberrima,  immenrz  potential,  8c  fapicnctx.  Pater 
aeterous  qui  Filium  Imaginem  fuatn  ab  xterno  genuit,  &  Filius 
Imago  Patris  Co- sterna,  6c  Spiritus  Saa^us  procedeos  a  Patre  & 
Filio*    MiUn&*  Loc,  Thtolog,  dt  Deo, 
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Whether  it  be  not  clear  from  all  the  genuine 
Remains  of  Antiquity^  that  the  Catholick 
Churchy  before  the  Council  of  Nice,  and 
even  from  the  Beginning,  did  believe  the 
Eternity  and  Confkbjtantiality  of  the  Son ; 

either  the  oldtji  Creeds^  as  interpreted 
by  thofe  that  recite  Them\  or  the  Tejii^ 
monies  of  the  earlieft  Writers,  or  the  pub^ 
lick  Cenfures  fafs^d  upon  Hereticks^  or 
particular  Tajfages  of  the  Antienteji  Fa- 
thers, can  amount  to  a  proof  of  a  Thing  of 
this  Nature  ? 

YOU  tell  me,  in  Anfwer,  that  it  is  not 
clear  that  the  Antc-Nicene  Church  pro^ 
fefs'd  the  Notion  of  Individual  Confubfian- 
tiality :  That  theObjedfor  cannot  produce  one 
Jingle  Tajfage  in  all  Catholick  Ante  Nicene 
Antiquity,  which  proves  an  Individual  or 
Numerical  Conjiibjiantiality,  in  the  three 
divine  Terjbns.  This  AniWer  is  fcarce  be- 
coming the  Gravity  of  a  Man,  or  the  Sincerity 
of  a  Chriftian,  in  lb  (erious  and  weighty  an  Ar- 
gument. Did  I  (peak  of  Individual  Confiib- 
ftantiality ;  or,  if  I  had,  could  I  mean  it  in  your 
Scnfe.?  I  ask,  whether  the  Fathers  beHeved 
the  Three  Perfons  to  be  one  Subjiance ;  and  do 
affirm  that  They  did,  univerfdlly.  You  An- 
fwer, that  They  did  not  affcrt  the  Three  Per- 
fons 
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fons  to  be  one  Terfon ;  which  is  the  conftant 
Senfe  you  make  of  Individual.  And  here,  yoa 
would  make  a  fliow  as  if  the  ObjeStor  had 
been  midakcn,  and  as  if  you  contradided  Him ; 
when  all  refolves  into  a  trifling  Equivocation, 
and  you  really  contradi(3:  Him  not  at  alL  That 
frefent  Scholajfick  Notion,  as  you  call  it,  of 
three  Perfons  being  one  ^erfon^  Hyfofiajis^ 
or  Supfojttum^  is  no  where  prefent^  that  I 
know  of,  amongft  any  that  own  a  Trinity: 
Neither  is  it  the  Scholajtick  Notion;  as  any 
Man  may  fee,  that  will  but  look  into  the 
Schoolmen,  and  read  with  any  Judgment.  Indi- 
'Oidual  has  been  generally  own'd,  but  not  ia 
your  Senfe ;  and  Numerical  too,  but  in  a  Senfe 
very  different  from  what  you  pretend  to  oppofe 
it  in:  And  therefore,  to  be  plain  with  you} 
this  way  of  proceeding,  in  an  important  Con- 
troverfy,  is  neither  fair  towards  your  Adver- 
faries,  nor  Jincere  towards  the  Readers ;  bur,  at 
bef!:,  is  only  folemn  Trifling.    You  know,  of 
you  know  little  in  this  Controverfy,  that  all  the 
Fathers  almoft  to  a  Man,  cither  exprefly  or 
implicitely,  a/Terted  the  Confubftantiality  of 
the  Son  with  the  Father.    Call  it  Individual^ 
or  call  it  Sfecifick ;  that  is  not  now  the  Que- 
ftion.    They  unanimoufly  maiiltairi'd  that  the 
Son  was  not  of  any  created,  or  mutable  Sub- 
fiance,  but  flriiStly  Divine  \  and  fo  clofely 
and  nearly  allied  to  the  Father's  Perfbn  (in 
a  myflerious  way  above  Comprehenfion)  that 
the  Subftance  of  the  Son  might  be  juflly  called 
C  c  1  the 
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the  Father's  Subftance,  Both  being  One.  And 
this  is  all  that  ever  any  fober  Catholick  meant 
by  Individual,  or  Numerical  \  as  I  have  often 
obferved. 

Is  not  this  (ufficienc  to  urge  agaioft  Dn 
Clarke  and  You,  who  make  the  Son  of  an  in- 
ferior Subdance,  differing  intirely  in  kind  from 
the  Father's;  in  fhort,  a  Creature^  the*  you 
care  not  to  (peak  it  in  broad  Terms  ?  This  is 
what  you  have  not  (b  much  as  one  Catho- 
lick  Toft  Nicene,  or  Ante  Nicene  Writer  to 
countenance  you  plainly  in.  The  main  of  your 
DoiSrine,  the  very  Points  wherein  your  Scheme 
is  contained,  and  on  which  it  turns,  and  which 
diftinguilh  you  from  the  prelent  Orthodox » 
(land  condemned  by  all  Antiquity.  Do  you 
imagine,  all  This  is  to  be  turn'd  off]  only  by 
equivocating  upon  the  word,  Numerical^  or 
by  throwing  out  the  Term  Scholaftick,  to  make 
weak  Perfbns  believe,  that  we  have  borrowed 
pur  Doctrine  from  the  School-men  only  ?  No : 
We  know,  and  you  may  know,  if  you  pleaie 
to  examine,  that,  as  to  the  main  of  ourDoil^rine 
of  the  BleflTed  Trinity,  we  have  the  Univerfal 
Church,  as  high  as  any  Records  reach,  con- 
curring with  us.  To  Them  we  appeal,  as 
well  as  to  the  Scriptures ;  that,  together  with 
Scripture,  we  may  be  the  more  fecure  that  we 
follow  the  true  Interpretation.  I  need  not  go 
on  to  prove  that  the  primitive  Writers  aHerted 
the  Conjubftantiality  ^  becaule  you  have  not 
denied  it  in  the  Senle  I  intended ;  and  indeed 

could 
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could  not.  Your  flipping  a  Word  upon  us, 
and  Aiding  ofT  to  another  Point,  may  be  taken 
for  a  Confe/Hon  and  Acknowledgement,  that 
the  ^ery  was  juft ;  and  fhould  have  been  an- 
fwer*d  in  the  Affirmative^  could  your  Caufe 
have  rubfifted,  after  ib  large  and  frank  a  Confef^ 
fion.  As  to  Creeds^  yoxx  lay,  none  of  the  Three 
firft  Centuries  exprefs  the  Queries  Notion: 
meaning  your  own  Notion  of  IndiviJual,  which 
is  not  the  ^eriJJ^s.  What  follows  (/.  118.)  is 
ftill  purfuing  the  fame  miftake.  Since  you  have 
told  us,  that  there  is  no  proof  of  Individual 
Confubftantiality  (that  is,  of  ferfonal  Identity, 
as  you  underfland  it,  and  in  which  Senfe  no 
Body  oppofes  you)  it  would  have  been  fair  and 
ingenuous  to  have  own*d  that  the  Fathers  did 
unanimoufly  hold  a  Confubfiantiality^  in  fbmc 
Senle  or  other.  If  not  Numerical^  or  Indivi- 
dual, in  the  ftrideft  Senfe,  was  it,  think  you. 
Specif  ck  ?  Yet,  if  fo,  it  will  follow  that  all 
the  Fathers  were  dircdiy  oppofite  to  the  Dodor 
and  you ;  and  condemned  your  Notion  of  the 
Son*s  being  Inferior  in  Kind^  Nature,  Sub- 
fiance,  &c.  Specif  ck  Unity  implies  Equality 
of  Nature;  as  two  Men »  fpecifically  one  with 
each  other,  are  in  Nature  equal ;  and  fb,  any 
other  two  Things  of  the  fame  fort  and  kind. 
This  Notion,  if  it  were  what  the  Fathers 
held,  Yoq  might  charge  with  Tritheifin :  And, 
at  the  fame  Tiqie,  you  mufl  give  Them  all  up, 
as  no  way  favQurabie  to  your  Hyfothejts.  But 
tl^c  Jpathns  conftantly  took  care  to  figptfy 
Qc  3  that 
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that  ihcy  did  i?ot  mean  that  the  Terfons  were 
Jpecifically  one,  Hke  three  Human  Perfcns  hav- 
ing a  feparati  Exiftence  independent  of  each 
other:  Nor  would  They  allow  Three  Suns, 
which  would  be  fpcifically  one,  to  be  a  pro- 
per or  fuitaljle  Illuftration ;  but  the  Rays  of  the 
^me  Sun,  tlie  Streams  of  the  fame  Fountain, 
and  the  like ;  all  to  intimate  a  much  doier  Tie, 
a  more  Jubftantial,  Union  than  Sfecifick  a- 
mounts  to.  The  Terjbns,  the  Hyfojiafes,  were 
Threes  and  yet  una  Subftantia,  as  Tertullian 
cxpreflcs  it,  in  all. 

You  would  perfwade  us  (finding  I  fop- 

}?o(c  that  either  Jpeclfick  or  Individual  Con* 
ubftantiality  would  be  equally  againftyou)  I 
lay,  you  would  perfwade  us,  that  it  was  lome 
Oratorical  and  Figurative  Confubftantiality , 
which  the  Fathers  meant  This  I  apprehend 
ftom  what  you  drop  in  Page  121,  where  you 
exprefly  apply  this  new  Solution  to  the  diffi- 
culty arimig  from  'OMoeaiig^'  in  the  Nicene- 
Creed.  I  will  not  fufler  the  EngUJh  Reader 
to  go  away  with  this  groundleis  Notion,  indead 
of  a  juft  Anfwer.  Such  as  know  any  thing  of 
Antiquity,  do  not  want  to  have  fuch  Pretences 
confuted :  Such  as  do  not,  may  pleafe  to  take 
along  with  Them  thefc  following  Confidera- 
tipns. 

I.  TheDodrine  of  tht  Confubftantiality  ap- 
pears to  have  been  a  confbnt  fettled  Thing ;  a 
Ibrt  of  ruled  Cafe,  running  thro'  all  in  general. 
Strange,  t(iat  They  Ihould  all  Rbetorime  in  a 
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Matter  of  Faith,  of  fb  great  Weight  and  Impor- 
tance;  and  that  we  Ihould  not  meet  with  lb 
much  as  one  grave  (bber  Writer,  to  ftrip  the 
Matter  of  all  Flourifh  and  Varaifti,  and  to  tell 
us  the  naked  Truth. 

X.  It  is  to  be  obferved  that  the  Notion  does 
not  occur  only  in  popular  Harangues,  but  in 
dry  Debates ;  chiefly  in  Controverly  with  He- 
reticks,  where  it  concerned  the  Catholicks  to 
fpeak  accurately  and  properly,  and  to  deliver 
their  Sentiments  very  diftindly. 

3.  This  is  farther  confirmed  from  the  Ob- 
jcftions  made  by  Hereticks  to  the  CathoUck 
Doi^rine.  There  were  Two  (landing  Objedtions 
made  by  Hereticks  to  the  CathoUck  Dodtrine : 
One  was,  that  it  inferred  a  T)ivtfion  of  the  Fa- 
ther's Subftance :  The  other  that  it  was  Tri- 
theijm.  We  find  tbotfteps  of  the  former,  as 
early  as  >  Juftin  Martyr.  We  meet  with  it 
in  ^Tertullian,  as  urged  by  Traxeas.  "^Tatian 
and  d  Theophilus  Both  allude  to  it.  « SabelUux 
was  full  of  it ;  and  it  was  afterwards,  one  of 
the  chiefeft  Pretences  of  Arias  \  as  may  ap- 
pear from  his  own  Letters,  befides  many  ^othcr 
Evidences.  Now,  what  colour  or  pretence 
could  there  have  been  for  the  Objedlion,  had 
not  the  Catholicks  profefs'd  a  proper  Commu- 
Dication  of  the  fame  Subftance?  Need  we  be 

a  Dial.  p.       37}.  Job.  £f#  Bull  D.F.  p.  66.  67.  ani  p.  33. 
b  Contr.  Prax.  c.  8.  c  Tat.  p.  21.  Ed.  Worth, 

d  TKeoph.  1.  2.  p.  119. 

c  Alexand.  apud  Tkcod.  E.H.  1.  ^ .  04.  p.  1 7*  Athonaf.  p  94a. 
Bull  D.F.NVp.  33. 

C  C  4 
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told  that  Angels  and  Archangels,  or  any  created 
iBeings  were  derived  from  God  without  any 
AbfciJJion  from,  or  ^ivifion  of,  \\\%Subftance% 
Or  could  it  ever  enter  into  any  Man's  Head  to 
make  fo  weak  an  Objedion  to  the  Catholick 
Podrine,  unlefs  a  proper  Conjiibftantiality  had 
been  taught  by  Them  ?  Yet  this  was  the  prin^ 
cipal,  the  (lauding  pretence  for,  and  lupporc 
of  Here/y  for  near  lOO  Years  together. 

The  other  was  Trithcijm  \  objeded  all  along 
by  the  Sabellians^  and  afterwards  (tho*  more 
Iparingly)  by  the  Artan$.  What  kind  of  Tru 
tbei/m  the  SabelHans  meant  {Tritheijm  in  the 
higheft  and  ftrideft  Senfe )  appears,  not  only 
fiom  the  former  Objedion  about  the  MviJIon 
of  the  Father's  Subftance,  but  alio,  from  the 
way  they  took  to  folve  the  difficulty :  Namely, 
by  making  Father,  Son,  and  Holy-Ghofl  one 
and  the  fame  Hyfoftajis,  as  well  as  one  Sub- 
fiance  ;  and  their  thitkking  it  not  beneath  the 
Father  Himfelf  to  have  lubmittcd  to  ^affion. 
This  makes  it  extremely  probable  that  the 
Church,  at  that  Time,  bdiev'd  the  three  Perfons 
rp  be  Confiibjlantial  in  a  proper,  not  Figura- 
five,  Sen(f;  in  Confequence  whereof,  it  was 

f)retended  that  there  wopld  be  three  Gods ;  in 
ike  manner  as  three  Human  Perfons  of  the  fame 
J^ecifck  Nature,  arc  three  Men, 

4.  What  puts  this  farther  beyond  all  reafbn- 
able  doubt,  is  the  ipethod  which  the  Catho^ 
^icks  took  to  anfwer  the  Two  fore  mention^ 
Otil^ions.    ^8  to  Tb^t  abDiit  "^iv^jfion  of 
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Subftance\  They  never  tell  tht  Her eticks^  that 
there  was  no  manner  of  Ground  or  Colour  fot 
the  Objcdion :  They  never  fay,  that  the  lafl* 
difficulty  would  lie  againft  God's  creating  An^ 
gels,  or  Archangels,  or  any  other  Creature? 
as  They  might,  and  ihould  have  done,  had 
They  been  of  Dr.  Clarke's  Principles,  or  of 
Your's.    No :  *  They  only  deny  any  ^ivijim 
or  T^iminution  of  the  Father's  Subftance,  and 
illudrate,  as  well  as  They  are  able,  (b  fublitne 
a  myftery,  by  one  Light  kindling,  as  it  were, 
from  Another ;  by  the  Sun  atid  it's  Rays ;  by 
Fountain  and  Streams \  Stock  and  Branch':! 
All  Inftances  of  the  lame  Jpecifick  Nature,  and 
f  anfwering  infbmeCircumftances,  tho'  defedivt 
in  others.    One  would  not  defire  a  fuller  and 
clearer  Teftimony,  that  thofe,  or  the  like  Sifnt- 
litudes  were  intended  to  fignify  the  feme  with 
a  proper  Conjubfiantiality^  than  we  meet  With 
in  T^ionyfius  of  Alexandria  \. 

Then,  for  their  Anfwers  to  the  charge  of 
Tritheijin^  as  underftood  by  the  Sabellians^ 
how  eafy  would  it  have  been  for  Them  to 
have  told  the  Objedors,  that  They  did  not 
take  the  word  God  in  the  ftriA  Senfe;  that 
Mofes  and  other  mortal  Men  had  been  called 
Qods\  that  They  believed  the  Son  to  be  no 

^  Juft.  M* Dial. p.  18 3«  37).  Tat.p.2i,  ii«  Athinng. p. 40. 9(;. 
Origen.  Pamph.  Apol.  Tertull*  Apol.  c.  21.  adv.  Prax.  c.  8* 
Thcognoft.  apud  AtJianaf.  Vol.  i.  p.  230.  Hippolyt*  Contr.  Nott. 
^  1 1,  p.  I  J.   Dionyf.  Alcxaod.  Refpi  ad  Quaeft. 

f  S^e  Boll.  D.  F.p.  tio. 

\  Ap«4  ^dlsitiaK  d^  BMluft.  pionjrf.  Tom.  i«  ^.  ^1^* 

more 
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more  dian  a  Creature,  tho'  the  moft  pcrfed  of  j 

Creatures;  and  that  thtSabellians  did  Them 
a  very  ^reac  and  manifefl:  Injury,  to  ims^ioe 
otherwilc  of  Them.  This  would,  this  moft 
have  been  their  Anfwor  to  the  charge  of  Zr/* 
theifm  as  underftood  by  the  Objei^ors;  had 
They  not  otherwife  learned  Chriji.  Inftead 
of  this.  They  appear  to  be  very  fenfibk  of 
the  juft  We^ht  and  Importance  of  the  Obje- 
dion.  They  muft  fecure  the  divinity  of  the 
Son,  and  yet  preferve  the  Unity  too.  They 
have  recourie  to  ^nity  of  Sub  fiance  (  even  i- 
gainftThofe  who  made  Me  Subftance  to  (ignify 
^ne  Hy^JiaJis  )  as  TertuUian  frequently  does, 
in  bis  difpute  with  Traxeas:  And  notwitb- 
ilanding  that  the  Sabellians  had,  if  I  may 
^>eak,  carried  the  Son's  divinity  too  high,  io 
fbmuch  as  to  make  Him  the  very  ftme  Hypo- 
fiafis  with  t\it Fathers  yet  the  utmoft  that  the 
Catholicks  could  be  brought  to  (ay,  in  ^egra- 
dation  of  Him,  was  only  this;  that  He  was 
fubordinate  as  a  Son ;  equal  in  every  rclped, 
but  as  ^Son  can  be  equal  to  a  Father  i  inferior 
in  point  of  Original  ( the  Father  being  Head 
and  Fountain  of  all)  but  dill  of  the  fanie  Na- 
ture, Power,  Subftance,  and  Perfediions;  fub- 
fifting  in,  and  from  the  Father,  infeparably  and 
conftantly,  always  and  every  where  ;  and  there- 
fore one  God  with  Him.  And  if  any  Perfon^ 
tho'  in  the  warmth  of  £)ifpute,  did  but  bappea 
to  drop  any  doubtful  Expreffions,  tending  any 
way  to  leiTcQ  xbe  Pig^ity  q£  the  Son,  ot  was 

but 
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but  fufpqQ:cd  to  do  fo;  the  Alarm  was  fooa 
taken,  and  it  awakened  the  Jealoi;^  of  the  Cm- 
tbolicks\  who  could  not  h^or  Appearance 
of  it.  This  was  remarkably  (ecn,  in  the 
mous  Cafe  ofT>ionyJius^  Biihop  of  MexandrtM^ 
Sixty  Years  before  the  rife  of  Arius^  and  is  re- 
corded by  Athanafius  in  his  Works. 

To  this  we  may  add,  that  while  the  Sa^ 
belltm  ControveHy  was  on  Foot  (which  was 
at  lead  100  Years,  and  could  never  have  l4fte4 
(b  long,  had  the  Catholicks  been  of  any  other 
Principles,  than  Tho(e  which  I  here  maintain) 
I  lay,  while  this  was  on  Foot,  how  ealy  would 
it  have  been  for  the  Catholicks  to  have  pinch'd 
Them  clofe,  and  to  h^ve  preis'd  Them  with 
variety  of  Arguments,  more  than  They  did, 
had  They  been  of  your  Principles,  or  of  Dr. 
Clarke's  i  The  Fathpr  is  eternal^  but  the  Sou 
not  fb;  the  Father  is  oi»^(/^>^r,  but  the  Son 
Ignorant  of  the  Day  of  Judgment ;  the  Father 
is  omnipotent,  but  the  Powers  of  the  Son  finite 
and  limited ;  in  a  word,  the  Father  is  Creator,  hue 
the  Son  zCreature^  and  therefore  They  cannot 
be  One  and  the  {zxntHyj^oftafis,  or  Sufpofitum. 
This  Argument  had  been  irrefragable,  and  could 
not  have  failed  of  being  uiged  and  prefs'd  Home, 
by  Men  of  fiich  ^cute  Parts,  as  Tertullian^ 


conuftent  with  Catbolick  Principles;  or  had 
They  not  believed,  th^t  the  Son  was  Confub- 
fiantial^  in  the  proper  &en(e,  enjoying  all  the 
ejfeniial  Pcrf(^ioii$  of  fbe  Father,  in  commoq 


Htppolytus,  and  Others,  had  it  been 


358      ^DEFENSE  Qu.XXV. 

6.  It  wodld  be  endleis  almod  to  proceed  in 
tliis  Argument :  The  reft  I  fhall  throw  into  a 
narrow  Compais^  and  only  give  Hints  for  your 
ktfiire  Thoi^bts  to  inquire  into.  The  nrid 
Senie  which  the  Antients  had  of  the  word  GoJ^ 
as  fignifying  Sutfianee.  and  applying  it  to  the 
Son»  in  the  fame  Senfe;  their  admitting  but  ooe 
Subftance  to  be  ftridly  Divine,  and  their  otter 
Abhorrence  of  any  iniferior  Deities ;  their  ap- 
|Mropriating  Worfhip  to  the  one  true  God,  and 
Wor&ippingrheSon  notwithftanding ;  their  un- 
aiumous  Belief  of  the  Son*s  being  eternal^  wh 
trtated^  amni^tent,  and  of  his  being  Creator. 
Prefciver,  and  Suftainer  of  the  Univerfe:  Any 
one  of  thefe,  Angly  almoH;  would  be  fufficieot 
for  the  proof  of  a  profer  Confubfiantiality^  as 
aflcrtcd  by  the  Ante-Nicene  Catholick  Writers: 
But  all  togetlier,  and  taken  with  the  other  Par- 
tk»Iars  before  mentioned.  They  make  lb  full, 
fty  clear,  fo  ample  a  Demonftrarion  of  a  Matter 
«f  Faidi,  that  a  Man  muft  be  of  a  very  peculiar 
ConAitution,  who,  after  having  weU  confidered 
tbe  EvideDces,  can  make  the  leaft  doubt  or 
Ibfuple  of  it.  And  this  I  hope  may  be  iiiffi- 
cient  in  anfwer  to  your  Pretence  of  an  Orate- 
rkai  or  Figura$ive  Confiibftantiality ;  a  Pre- 
tenice,  which  you  lay  down  with  an  unufua! 
Dtdtdence;  and  without  fo  much  as  one  Rea^ 
fon,  or  Authority,  to  fupport  it. 

It  being  evident,  from  what  hath  been  £itd« 
tha,t  it  was  a  fr^per^  not  fguratrvit^  Confob- 
fiaQtiahty„  which  the  Ant€^ic€n^  Fathers  m% 
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riolably  mainrain'd ;  This  is  all  I  am  concemM 
or.  As  CO  the  queftion,  whether  it  fhall  be  calt- 
xl  Sfecifick,  or  Numerical,  1  am  in  no  pain  a* 
lOQC  it.  Neither  of  the  Names  exaiftly  lUits  k\ 
lor  perhaps  any  other  we  can  think  on.  k  is 
bch  a  Confuijtantiaiity  as  preferves  thtVnity^ 
vithouc  deftroying  the  dtftinSi  Ter finality  \ 
iich  as  neither  Sabellians  nor  Avians  would 
x>me  into,  bat  the  Catholicks  maintained,  with 
iqual  Vigour,  againft  Both.  It  is  a  Medium  to 
yreierve  the  Triority  of  the  Father,  and  withal 
[he  divinity,  the  e^ential  Divinity,  of  Sob 
md  Holy-Ghojl :  In  a  word;  it  is  the  fober^. 
oniddle  way,  between  the  Extravagancies  of  Both 
Extremes. 

Q^UERY  XXVI. 

Whether  the  TioSlor  did  not^  equivocate  w 
prevaricate  firangely ,  in  faying.  *  The 
Generality  of  Writers  before  the  Council  of 
Nice^  were,  in  the  whole,  clearly  on  his 
Side :  When  it  is  manifeft.  They  were,  in 
the  general,  no  farther  on  his  Side^  than 
the  allowing  a  Subordination  amounts  to\ 
no  farther  than  our  own  Church  is  on  bis 
Side,  while  in  the  main  points  of  diffe^ 
rence.  The  Eternity  and  Consubstan* 
TiALiTY,  They  are  clearly  againfi  Him} 
That  is.  They  were  on  his  Side^  fo  far  as 

*  Jafwif  t9  Dr.  Wells,  pag.  aS, 

we 
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"ti^e  acknowledge  Hhn  to  he  rights  but  no 
fdrther. 

IN  Defence  of  tht  Dodor,  you  appeal  to  his 
very  numerous,  and,  as  yoaf  fay,  flain  Quo- 
tations ftom  the  anti6it  Authors,  And  this, 
you  pTomife  befdre-batad,  will  be  made  further 
evident  ttf  all  learned  and  unprejudiced  Per- 
12ms,  as  foon  as  Dh  Wbitb^s  Obfervniions  on 
B^f  %a\U  EWfenf  Fid.  Nic.  appedi^  In  tbe 
ff^oHd.  As  to  the  Dodot*s  pretended  pmi 
Quotations,  frorti  the  antient  Authors^  ^^'^t. 
have  nor  plainly,  nor  at  all  deten^iii'd  ag^inlr 
the  Co-eternity  and  Confubftantidlity  of  the^ 
Son,  the  Toints  in  ^efiion\  and  there- 
fore can  do  the  Doctor  no  Service:  But,  on 
the  contrary,  the  Ante  -  Nic  ene  ^ixitx^^  in 
general,  have  determined  plainly  againft  Him, 
as  to  the  main  of  his  Dbdlrine,  wherein  He 
differs  from  us.  In  aflerting  which,  I  fay  no 
more  than  the  great  Athanafius  told  the 
Arians  long  ago,  and  it  is  Fa(3:',  that  all  the 
Writers  before  Them,  of  any  Repute  or  Judg- 
ment, were  diredly  againft  Them.  •*  *  We  give 
you  Demonftration,  fays  He,  that  oilr  Do- 
drine  has  been  handed  down  to  us  from  Fa- 
tbers  to  Fathers.  But  You.  Ye  Revivers  of 
Judaifm  atid  Difciples  of  Caiphas ,  what 
•*  Writers  can  you  bring  to  Father  your  Tenets? 
*•  Not  a  Man  can  you  name,  of  any  repute  for 
Senfe  or  Judgment.  All  to  a  Man  are  againft 

*  AihaoaC  dc  Dccrct.  Syn.  Nic.  p.  233. 

you. 


Qu.XXVr      offme  Q^UERlJSS. 

yoa,  ^c.  To  the  (ame  Oar|>ofe  ^aks  St  Ai^ 
ftin^  in  a  (ludied  Difcourte,  which  may 
pofed  to  contain  his  cooled  abd  moft  feriocni 
Thoughts.  **  All  the  Catholick  faterpreters 
**  of  the  Old  or  New  Teftament,  that  I  could 
read,  who  have  wrote  before  me  on  the 
Trinity,  which  is  God,  intended  to  teach, 
cbnforaiable  to  Scripture^  that  Father,  Son^ 
and  Holy-Ghoft  do,  by  the  infeparaWe 
*•  Equality  of  ofie  and  the  ftme  SUbftance, 
•*  toake  up  the  Unity  divinCi  Here  yoa 
ffttiy  obferve  the  Sumnsi  of  the  \  Catholkk 
Doidrine.  The  fame  Homogeneous  SubfldHce\ 
^dEiA^InJe^ar ability.  The  firft  makes  each  Hy- 
^(hfis,  res  divifta ;  the  lad:  makes  aU  to  be 
una  Subjiantia,  una  Surnma  res^  one  undi- 
njtded,  ox  individual^  ox  numerical  %\Ay^zx!izt\ 
cmd  God.  This  is  the  Antient  Catholick  Do- 
^ine ;  and,  I  think,  of  the  Schools  too ;  tho' 
the  School  men  have  perplexed  it  with  innumer- 
able Subtiltics.  Hilary  exprcfles  it  briefly  thus, 

*  Omncs,  quos  Icgcrc  potui,  qui  ante  mc  Scrip  fcrunt  dcTrinitate, 
qoae  eft  Deus,  divjoorum  libroruna  Veteruin  fic  Novonim  Ca* 
tholici  Tra^tores  koc  intenderunt  (ecundum  Scripturas  docere, 
quod  Pater,  Filius,  8c  Spiritus  San^s,  Unius  ejtifdemqui  Su6» 
ftMJuU  infcparabili  sequalitate  divinam  infinucnt  Unitatem,  Aug. 
Jria,  I.  I.  c.  3.  p.  7f  3. 

f  /  Jhdl  Mdd  Hnotlnr  f^Jfrge  of  St.  Audin,  to  exflam  his  Sinfe 
miore  elearfy, 

Trinitas  proper  Trimtatem  Perfonarum,  8c  Unus  Deus  propter 
mfiffaraSiUm  Divinitatcro,  licut  Unus  Omnipotcns  propter  in/efmrM- 
^Um  Omnipotcntiam.  Ita  ut  etiam  cum  dc  (ingulis  quacritur,  unuf- 
(jaiTque  corum  &  Deus  &  Omnipotcns  efle  refpondeator;  cum  vero 
dc  omnibus  fimul,  non  Tres  Dii,  vel  Tres  Omnipotentes,  fed  unus 
Deus  Onniporens:  Tanta  ineft  in  Tribus  infcparabilis  Unitas,  quae 
fic  fe  Voluic  prardicari.   Angnfi,  in  Civit,  Z>f/.  ],  1  u  o  24* 

Nature 
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indiffimiiis  atquf  infeparabilis  Unitds- 
This,  I  lay,  is  the  Doi^ine ;  Confute  it,  if  you 
fkalk^  or  if  you  can ;  In  the  mean  while  how- 
ever, let  us  honeftly  own  the  Fad:.  But  to 
proceed. 

There  were  many  Writings  extant  in  the 
Times  of  Atbanajius  and  AuftiUy  which  have 
DQC  come  down  to  os;  and  therefore  their 
Teftimonies,  in  theCale,  are  of  the  greater  force. 
1  might  mention  other  Catholicks^  about  that 
time,  who  appealed  to  Antiquity,  with  ail  the 
A^Turance  and  Freedom  Imaginable*  But  the 
mod  remarkable  Indance  to  our  purpoie  is,  that 
when  in  the  Time  of  Tbeodofius,  the  Arums 
were  prefsM  by  the  Catholicks  in  dilpute,  and 
feirly  challenged  to  refer  the  matter  in  Contro- 
verfy  to  the  concurring  Judgment  of  the  Wri- 
ters before  Them,  and  to  put  it  upon  that  IfTue; 
the  Avians  declined  it,  and  durft  not  abide  the 
Trial.  See  the  Story,  at  large,  in  *  Socrates 
jjnd  t  SQ2iomen.  So  dull  were  the  Catholicks 
at  that  Time,  nay,  fo  unthinking  were  the 
Arians  too,  that  Ihey  could  not  perceive,  what 
is  now  fo  clear  to  the  Dodor ;  that  the  gene^ 
tality  of  Writers^  before  the  Council  of  Nicc^ 
were  on  the  Arian  fide:  But  one  Party  was 
confident,  and  the  other  fulpeded.  at  leaft,  that 
the  contrary  was  true. 

But  I  need  not  take  this  indirect  way  of 
confuting  the  Dodor's  Aflcrtion ;  tho'  it  affords 
us  a  very  ftrong  Preemption,  and  is  of  much 

*  Lib.  5.  c.  10.  t  Lib.  7,  c.  12. 

greater 
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greater  Weight  and  Authority  than  the  (ingle 
Judgment  of  any  of  the  Moderns:  Many  of 
the  Ante-Nicene  Writings,  by  the  good  Pro-^ 
vidence  of  God,  are  yet  extant,  and  can  (peak 
for  Themfclves ;  Befides  that  the  incomparable 
Biihop  Bull  has  unanfwerably  defended  Them^ 
and  vindicated  Them  from  all  fuch  Exceptions 
as  appeared  to  have  any  Shadow  of  Truth  or 
Probability  in  Them.  To  fhow  you  how  lit- 
tle Realbn  the  Dodor,  or  your  Self,  hath  to 
boaft  of  the  Ante- Nicene  Writers,  as  favourable 
to  your  Caufe,  I  lhall  here  let  down  feveral 
Poutions  in  which  the  Dodor  and  You  run 
manifeftly  counter  to  the  whole  Stream  of 
Antiquity. 

I.  That  the  Son  is  not  Confubftanttal  with 
God  the  Father.  You  are  diredly  oppofite  to 
all  Antiquity  in  This  your  leading  Podtion,  ott 
which  the  Reft  hang,  and  on  which  the  Con^ 
troverfy  turns.  This  is  very  clear  from  the 
Teftimonies  coUeded  by  Bifhop^i^//,  and  from 
what  additional  Obiervations  1  have  made  un- 
der the  laft  Query. 

X.  That  the  Son  is  not  Co-eternal  with  the 
Father.  Confubftantiality  implies  Co-eternity : 
Befides  that  the  afore-mention'd  learned  Prelate, 
has  given  us  numerous  dired:  Teftimonies  for 
it  from  the  Ante-Kicene  Fathers,  above  Twenty 
of  Them ;  not  one  of  any  Note  plainly  contra- 
diding  Them.  Thefe  two  main  Points  being 
determined  againft  you,  the  reft  are  of  lefs  mo- 
tnent.    Yet  I  cannot  find  that  the  Antients 

t>  d  agreed 
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agreed  with  you  in  your  other  inferior  Pofiti- 
oos,  which  you  bring  in  as  under- props  to 
your  Scheme. 

3.  That,  God,  is  a  relative  Word^  ^tU  and 
BtoTTs  ^gnifying  not  Sub(lance  but  T^mintM, 
and  Authority.  This  is  diredly  *  contrary  to 
all  Catholick  Antiquity,  a  very  few  Inftances 
excepted. 

4.  That  God  the  Father  only  was  God  of 
jdbraham,  Ifaac,  and  Jacob.  This  Pofition  I 
have  ill  own  to  be  contrary  to  the  Sentimeots 
of  iht  Ante  Nicene  Writers. 

5.  That  the  Titles  of  one,  only>  &c.  are  ex- 
clujive  of  the  Son.  This  alfo  I  have  ihown, 
in  thefe  Papers,  to  be  diredly  contrary  to  the 
Judgment  of  the  Antienrs. 

6.  That  the  Son  had  not  diflinSi  worjhif 
faid  Him  till  after  his  Refurre&ion.  This, 
in  the  Senfe  wherein  you  underftand  it,  is  not 
true ;  nor  agreeable  to  the  Sentiments  of  the 
Anticnt  Church. 

•  Ste  Fiddc5,  Vol.  1.  p.  37S,C'f.  I  h^vt  ob[%r'L*d  ahtu^ 

p.  8f.  Nothmg  more  common  than  ^toTti^  for  divine  Nature  (  ju 
B-^of^-n}^  alfo  for  the  Human)  in  Ecclefiajiical  Writfrs,    I  /bail  fomt 
to  a  few  Injlances  onfy  out  of  many, 

Mclito  apud  Cav.  flifl.  Lit.  Vol.  2.  p.  33.  Grabc  Spicily 
Vol  1.  p.  24^.  Hfppolyt.  Vol.  I.  p.  226.  Vol.  1.  p.  24.  Origct 
Contr.  Celf.  p.  341.  404.  Cyrill.  HierofoL  Catcch.  11.  p.  143^ 
Cyril.  Alex.  Thefaur.  p.  13a.  Dial.  !•  dc  Trin.  p.  405'.  Daroafc. 
dc  Orth.  Fid.  1.  3.  c.  11. 

N.  B.  There  is»  in  Jlri^nefs,  feme  difference  between  ri  ^iJi»,  gnd 
^ti-nii  ( tho*  the  Utter  is  often  uftd  for  the  former]  fnch  nearly  ms  bt' 
tween  Concrete,  and  AbHradj  But  fiiil  S-iovij?  refer t  to  Nature  W 
Siibdance  ( as  alfo  generally  does )  not  Dominion.  Abflrad 
Karnes  of  Subflances  are  not  very  common  indeed^  (See  Lock«  H.  Ut 
I.  3.  c»  2')but  hire  there  was  a  necefpts  for  it. 

7.  Tirat 
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7.  That  Father  and  Son  (or  any  two  5P^- 
fons)  ought  not  to  be  called  one  God.    I  have 
rcferr'd  to  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers,  who  fo  call- 
ed Them,  more  than  once.  Some  of  the  Teftir 
monies  may  be  (een  at  large  in  Dr.  Fiddes. 

8.  That  the  Title  of  God,  in  Scripture,  in  an 
abfolute  ConJiru6iion^  always  Jigntfies  theFa-^ 
ther.  Dired:Jy  contrary  to  the  Stream  of  Anti- 
quity;  as  may  appear,  befides  other  Arguments, 
from  their  Application  of  Scripture  Texts,  of 
the  Old  Teftament,  in  which  God  is  ipoken  of 
abiblurely,  to  the  Son. 

9.  That  an  Inferior  God  may  be  admitted 
befides  the  Supreme  y  and  Worjhip  paid  to 
Both.  Nothing  can  ftrike  more  at  the  very 
Fundamentals  of  Religion  than  this  Pofition,  in 
the  Judgment  of  the  Antients  in  general. 

10.  That  the  Son  is  not  efficient  Caufe  of 
the^niverfe^  and  of  all  created  Beings.  This 
I  take  to  be  contrary  to  all  the  Antients.  Sec 
the  Teftimonies  above*. 

11.  That  the  SonHimfelf  /jmade  or  created. 
This  neither  You  nor  the  Dodor  admit  in 
Terms ;  but  in  reality ,  and  in  other  words ^ 
you  Both  do  i  as  hath  been  lliown.  This  Po- 
i^tion  is  flatly  contrary  to  the  Dodrine  of  the 
Antients.  The  Teftimonies  have  been  referred 
to  above.  There  are  other  Particulars,  which 
I  may  at  prefent  forget,  or  which  may  left  de- 
fcrve  notice.  Thefe  are  enough  to  Ihow  that 
the  Dodor's  Pretences  to  the  Ante-Nicene  Fa- 
thers, are  groundlefs. 
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What  then  has  the  Do<aor  to  plead  for  Him- 
fclf,  and  for  his  lb  great  Aflurance  in  this  Par- 
ticular ?  Firft,  That  the  Ante-Kicene  ( as  did 
alio  the  ToJl'Nicene)  Fathers  allowed  a  Subor- 
dination ;  which  is  very  true ,  but  not  at  all 
pertinent;  nor  can  any  Conlequence  be  cer- 
tainly drawn  from  it,  in  favour  of  the  Dolor's 
HyfotbeJis\  which  He  himfelf  fcems  to  be 
aware  of,  as  I  have  remarked  above*.  Another 
Thing  is,  that  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers,  fome 
of  Them,  fpoke  of  a  Temporal  Generation  by 
the  IViU  of  the  Father,  which  I  have  account- 
ed for  in  my  former  Pages.  And  a  third  Thiog 
is,  that  the  generality  of  the  Antients,  when 
They  fpeak  of  God  abfolutely,  ordinarily  mean 
the  Father,  and  They  diftinguifli  His  Pcrfon 
by  fome  eminent  Titles,  and  peculiar  AppcUa* 
tions :  which  may  be  cafily  accounted  for. 

Can  thefe  Three  Confiderations,  or  if  there 
be  more  fiich,  be  ground  fuflicient  for  the  Do- 
ctor to  fay,  that  the  generality  of  the  Ante- 
Nicene  Writers  are  clearly  on  his  fide,  when 
They  exprefly  contradid:  Him  in  fo  many  Par- 
ticulars as  I  have  mentioned ;  feveral  of  Them 
ejfentials  of  His  Hyfothejis  ?  The  moft  that 
in  Truth  can,  or  in  Juftice  oi^ht  to  be  laid,  is 
that,  in  fome  Particulars,  They  feem  to  favour 
Him;  but  could  not  really  mean  it;  unlefs 
They  notorioufly  contradi(Sled  Themfelves. 
The  very  utmoft  which  the  moft  (anguine  Man 
of  your  fide  lliould  hope  for,  is,  that  the  Fa* 
thers  may  be  found  Contradidory  to  one  ano* 

*  Pig-  9  09.  thCTy 
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thcr,  or  to  Themfelves,  in  order  to  null  their 
Evidence.  If  They  arc  confiftcnt.  They  arc 
oar*s  certainly.  And  this  Difference  there  is 
plainly  between  us,  and  you ;  That,  as  to  your 
Principles,  the  Fathers  are  exprefs,  clear,  and 
full  againft  Them ;  no  poffibility  of  reconciling 
Them  together:  As  to  our*s.  They  are  no 
where  diredly  and  exprefly  againft  us.  If  They 
are  at  all  againft  us,  it  is  only  indlreEtly,  and 
muft  be  made  out  by  Inference^  T^edudlion^ 
and  remote  Confequences,  neither  clear^  nor 
certain.  They  may  be  reconciled  to  our  Prin- 
ciples^ to  ThemfelveSy  and  to  one  Another: 
But,  as  to  any  confiftent  Agreement  with  your's, 
^  it  is  utterly  impradicable. 

Now,  fuppofing  the  Dodor  ever  fb  ftrongly 
to  believe  that  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers,  in 
general,  held  Principles  which  necefTarily  in- 
ter and  imply  his  Conclufion  ;  yet  we  infift 
upon  it,  that  They  ought  not  to  be  judged  of 
from  any  obfcure,difputableO»/?^«^/irrw  which 
the  Dodor  draws  for  Them,  againft  what  They 
drew  for  Themfelves.  If  we  once  take  the  Liber- 
ty of  denominating,  forting,  or  ranking  of  Men 
with  any  fide,  not  according  to  what  Themfelves, 
perhaps  rightly,  profefs'd,  but  according  to  what ^ 
ibme  />»i^f in  Reafon  and  goodConTcquencc, 
They  ought  to  have  profefs'd,  we  may  call  Tro- 
t eft  ants,  Pafifts ;  Arminians,  Ca/vinifts  ;  Or- 
thodox,  Hereticks  \  and  what  not.  There  are 
fome  common  Principles  which  all  Mankind  a- 
gree  ioi  and  the  ieveralDifferences  and  Diftindions 

D  d  3  amongft 
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amoDgH:  them  ariie  only  from  their  drawing 
Confequences  differently;   and  it  is  this  that 
gives  Them  their  particular  and  fpecial  Deno- 
niinacion.    Now  fince  it  is  evident  and  vifible, 
is  the  Light,  that  the  yinte-Nicene  Writers  did 
not  own  the  Confequences  which  the  Dodor 
tnakes  for  them,  but  e3cprefly  and  clearly  re- 
jeded  them ;  conftantly  affirming  the  Eternity 
ind  Confubftantiality  of  the  Son  (the  very 
points  of  Difference  between  Us  and  the  Dodor) 
it  is  plain  and  obvious  to  common  Senfe,  that 
the  Doctor  has  no  juft  claim  or  title  to  Them, 
but  that  We  have :  They  were,  in  the  main  points 
clearly  on  our  fide  (confident,  or  not  confident, 
is  not  now  the  Queftion)  and  as  clearly  againft 
Him.    It  is  to  no  purpofe  to  plead,  in  rhis 
Cafe,  that  Tremifes  only  arc  of  any  Weight, 
and  that  Conclufions  always  ftand  for  nothing. 
This  may  be  allowed  in  Argumentation ;  but 
not  in  determining  on  what  fide  any  Pcrfon,  or 
any  Body  of  Men  were  in  this  particular  Que- 
ftion; whether  fuch  Conclufions  follow  from 
fuch  Tretnifes.  In  this,  the  Ante- Nicene  Wri- 
ters were  directly,  and  plainly,  Anti-Arian\ 
and  therefore  it  is  a  great  Abufe  of  Language, 
and  as  great  an  Injury  to  Them  and  to  the 
Truth,  for  the  Dotftor  to  fay  that  They  were, 
in  the  whole^  clearly  on  his  fide. 

But  you  had  promifed  the  World  great  Mat- 
ters from  a  Book  of  Dr.  IVhitbys,  which  has 
fince  leen  the  Light ;  and  I  am  therefore  obliged 
(0  fay  fomcthiflg  to  it,  tho'  otherwife  I  fhould 

mucli 
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much  rather  wave  it ;  becaafc  it  is  wrote  only 
to  Scholars,  with  whom  it  can  do  no  harm; 
and  becaufe,  I  believe,  you  are  fenfible,  before 
this  Time,  how  uncautious  a  Thing  it  is  to  pro- 
mife  in  the  Dark ;  and  to  be  Sponfor  for  ano- 
ther's Performance,  fo  Idng  before-hand.  Dr. 
JVhitby  is  one  that  has  done  good  Service  to 
the  Church,  and  to  the  learned  World;  and 
one  would  be  willing  to  throw  a  Veil  over  his 
late  mifcondud:  in  this  Controverfy,  did  not 
the  imprudent  Triumphs  of  others  oblige  us 
to  take  fome  notice  of  it.  But  let  us  come  to 
the  Point:  I  lhall  Ihow  you,  in  fome  fhort 
Stricflures  upon  the  Performance,  how  little  you 
are  to  hope  for  from  it ;  and  how  far  it  comes 
fhort  of  Expectation.  Til  divide  what  I  have 
to  (ay  into  two  Kinds  of  Obfervations, 

I.  Upon  general  Fallacies,  running  thro'  the 
whole  Book. 

X.  Upon  particular  Dcfeds,  Mifquotations, 
Mifconftru(9:ions,  Mifrcprelentations, 

His  principal,  and  mod  general  Fallacy,  is  his 
making zn^Ter/bn  to  fignify  the  fame. 
Ont  individual  or  numerical  Eft^ncc,  He  every 
where  interprets  to  a  SabelUan  Senfe ;  under- 
ftanding  by  it  one  individual  Hypojtafis ,  or 
real  Perfoti.  And  this  ridiculous  Senfe  He  fixes 
upon  *  All  that  now  pafs  for  Orthodox ;  and. 
I  think  too,  upon  the  generality  of  Thofe  who 
have  been  reputed  Catholicks  down  from  the 

f  Pracf.  p.  32. 
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Council  of  Nice:  For  He  *  charges  Jtbanafius 
Himlelf  with  it ;  who  has  been  generally  look'd 
lipon  as  the  Standard  of  Orthodoxy,  in  this  Ar- 
ticle. The  Charge  is  weak,  and  groundlefs, 
and  more  efpecially  in  regard  to  Bimop  Bull ; 
who  is  b  known  to  have  declared  Himlelf  againft 
it.  as  frequently,  as  ftrongly,  and  as  fully,  as 
it  was  poffible  for  a  Man  to  do.  The  learned 
J^xaminer ,  tho'  ^  He  feems  to  have  known 
this,  is  forced  to  *  pretend  Ignorance,  to  give 
the  better  colour  to  what  He  was  going  about. 
For,  otherwife,  who  would  nor,  at  firft  fight, 
oblerve  the  peculiar  Extravagancy  of  the  un- 
dertaking, to  confute  Bifhop  Built  only  by 
Ihovving  that  the  Bilhop  has  not  proved  what 
He  never  intended  to  prove,  nor  lb  much  as 
b-l  eved,  but  rejected  as  heartily  as  the  learned 
Examiner  Himfclf  can  do.  However,  fince 
this  was,  in  a  manner  ^  ncceffary,  that  the 
hzxntd  Examiner  appear  at  lead  to  have 
fomcthing  to  fay,  all  due  Allowances  arc  to  be 
made  for  it.    Let  us  now  obfcrve  how,  in  the 

a  Prapf.  p.  31. 

b  /  Jhall  here  only  cite  one  Vaffnge  of  'B'tfl)op  Bull,  /peaking  f/ 
$andiusj  vho.e  fiefs  IJr.  Wh.i by  ib^j  too  clojdy  followed. 

Audior  Ille,  ubiquc  in  Libro  iuo  illud  pro  ccrto  k  rato  habct 
^omoufiMn^um,  qups  vocar,  Zc  Sabell'tanorum  de  Filio  Dei  Seq- 
fentiam  prorfiis  eandcm  clTc.  Quo  nihil  a  vcro  rerr.otius  eft; 
Siquidcm  fupra  clarc  oftcndimus.  Ncraincm  Dei  Filium  Patri 
i/dtoinef  pofTe  diccrCi  ni/i  abibrde  admodum  iuipropric,  qui  cum 
^ttSellio  I'cnriat.   D.  F.  N.  p.  148. 

-  See  alfo  D.  F*  p.  130*    Animadv.  io  Gilb.  Clarke,  p.  1004. 
c  See  Modcft.  Dif^uifit*  p.  1 07.    where  He  charges  Bifljof  B14II 
iifitB  hoUhg  m  Specifick  Vmty\  md  Prxf*  p.  31. 
d  Pr;ief  p.  31, 
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EDtrance,  He  is  plea(ed  to  ftate  the  general 
Queftion. 

•*  ♦  Whether  jIII  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers 

profefs*d  the  very  lame  Dodrine  which  Pf^e 
•*  afcribe  to  the -A?/r^»^ Council;  That  is.whe-^ 

ther  All  acknowledged  the  fame  Numerical 
•*  Eflence  of  the  Father  to  have  been  com^ 
**  municated  to  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghoft,  and 

that  therefore  Both  are  one  God  in  Number 
•*  with  the  Father. 

See  how  many  Guards  He  has  put  in ;  as  it 
were  Conlcious  of  what  He  had  taken  in  hand» 
and  fearing  left  otherwife  there  ihould  not  be 
left  Him  ftrength  fiiificient  to  lecure  a  hand* 
Ibme  Retreat.  He  does  not  fey,  the  Genera- 
llty  of  Ante-Nicene  Fathers,  hwi  AU\  fo 
that  if  there  happens  to  be  but  one  Exception^ 
He  may  ftill  be  wfe  and  lecure.  Next,  He  does 
not  lay  the  Dodrine  of  the  Nicene  Council, 
but  which  JVe  afcribe  to  that  Council :  Now, 
who  can  tell  what  We  means?  Perhaps 
Himlelf  and  Two  or  Three  more.  Then  again, 
fame  Ejfence  will  not  ferve,  but  it  muft  be  the 
fame  numerical  Eflence :  And  this  He  inter- 
prets, every  where  throughout  his  Book,  in  a 
Sabellian  Senle.  So  here  the  State  of  the 
G^ueftion  is  intirely  changed:  And  unlefs  the 
Billlop  has  proved  (which  God  forbid)  that  All 

•  Utrura  Patfes  Omnes  Antt-KtUm  Eandcm  Quam  Conctlh 
SicMo  Tribuimus  fententiam  amplexi  funt;  hoc  eft.  utrum  omncs 
Eandem  Numero  Patfis  Eflentiam  Filio  Sc  Spiritui  San^o  fuilTe 
CoMMUNicATAM»  coquc  nommc  utrumque  turn  Pacre  Unsm  Nm- 
nnn  Dttu9  ^ffi^  a^noyenintj  From,  p.  9* 
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the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  were  Merericks  aod 
(bmethiog  worfe,  profeffing  what  Themfelvcs 
.eoddeinn'd  as  Herefy,  He  has  not,  it  ieems,  dooe 
enough  to  fatisfy  the  learned  Examiner.  Not 
content  with  this.  He  demands  farther  to  have 
ft  proved  that  this  fame  numerical  Eflence, 
that  is  (according  to  Hira)  Terfon^  was  com- 
mmnicated  to  Two  other  Terfons:  And  He 
has  ibme  pretence  for  cavil  at  the  word 
*  Communicated.  Yet,  as  if  all  this  were  not 
Ihfficient,  it  muft  be  alio  by  interior  Tro- 
duition ;  as  He  obferves  a  little  after  in  pag.  i. 
and  He  has  fome  Turns  of  Wit  upon  the 
Word  t  VroduBion.  Was  this  the  way  to 
anfwer  fuch  a  Writer  as  Bilhop  Bull,  a  wife, 
grave,  learned,  judicious  Author,  and  Ooe  that 
was  above  Trifling? 

In  fliort,  the  plain  Queftion  between  Biihop 
Bull  and  the  Arians  is  only  this :  Whether 
the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers,  in  general^  believed 
the  Son  to  be  of  an  eternal,  uncreated^  im- 
mutabky  and  ftri(^ly  divine  Subdance,  or  no  ? 
Biihop  Bull  maintained  the  Affirmative,  and 
has  unanfwerably  proved  it,  in  the  opinion  of 
raoft  Men  of  true  Learning  and  Judgment,  whe- 
ther Here,  or  Abroad-  This  is  what  the  learned 
Examiner  ihould  neither  have  concealed,  nor 
dilguis'd;  but  have  frankly  and  honeftly  con- 
fefs'd,  as  He  did  :j:  formerly.  If,  notwithftanding, 

*  Prflpf.  pag.  »i.  f  Prarf.  p.  i^. 

%  Opus  aggredior  quod  BuIIus  noftras.PictateSumma  &  Do6hina 
Vir  prxditus,  atque  in  Aoriquitatis  totius  Scriptis  VcrAliffimDi, 

the 
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the  learned  Trelate  has  not  prored  that  the 
Fathers  held  a  numerical  ElTence,  in  the  Ex- 
aminer's Scnle  ((iich  as  He  thinks  neceflary  to 
preferve  the  Unity)  the  Biihop  (l^ould  not  be 
reprefenred  as  failing  in  the  Proof  of  what  He 
intended;  but  ihould  be  giren  up  for  a  7ri- 
theiji,  and  the  Catholick  Church  with  Hira, 
whole  Advocate  He  is,  and  with  whom  He 
(lands  or  falls.  This  would  have  been  the  fair 
and  ingenuous  way ;  unlefs  the  learned  Exami- 
ner would  have  undertaken  to  prove  that  the 
Fathers  before  the  Nicene  Council  were  of 
Arian  Prindples,  which  He  durft  not  do.  What 
does  it  fignify  to  fhow  that  They  were  not  Sa- 
Sel/iansf  Did  Bifhop  Bu//,  or  does  any  Man 
of  Senfc  pretend  They  were  ? 

You  may  judge  of  the  Perfbrmance,  from 
his  flaring  the  Qieftion  fb  flrangely ;  and  his 
fctting  out  with  fiich  diffidence,  as  if  He 
thought  the  Caufe  defperate.  When  you  come 
to  the  Book  it  felf,  youl  find  Two  Thirds  of 
it,  in  efFedi:,  little  more  than  retreating  to  the 
Sabellian  Senfe  of  Numerical  and  Individual^ 
which  is  only  fo  much  Impertinence.  This  is 
the  principal,  and  the  mofl  general  Fallacy 
which  He  truds  to ;  and  is,  in  a  manner,  the 
Turn  of  the  whole  Book. 

He  has  another  general  Fallacy,  which  He 
ferves  Himiclf  of  fbmetimes,  and  it  is  this. 

of9re  4t«  ferennior'u  ad  Jbectonim  Tnvidiam,  &  KovAtortmCordoliutn^ 
fummo  judicio  &  iodu(tria  pcrcgit.  tf  hitS^,  TnMM*  dt  virs  Chrif- 
Vetf,  pag.  jy. 

When 
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When  He  finds  fome  Exprcflions  run  pretty 
high  and  ftrong  for  the  Divinity  of  Chrift,  *  He 
iays  the  Arians  u(ed  the  lame,  or  the  like  Ex^ 
preffions.  There  is  very  little  Force  or  Weight 
in  the  Argament :  For  it  amounts  only  to  this. 
The  \  Arians,  perfed:  Mafters  of  DiflimoktioD 
and  notorioufly  accuftom'd  to  equivocating, 
ufed  fuch  or  fuch  Expre/Iions,  meaning  little 
by  them;  therefore  the  Ante-Nicene  Writeis, 
Men  of  a  very  different  Stamp  and  Charader, 
meant  no  more  by  thofe  Expreflions.  But,  be* 
iides  this,  it  is  well  known  that  the  %  Arians^ 
at  firft,^  did  not  ufe  thofe  high  Expreflions  of 
the  Son,  but  came  into  them  by  Degrees,  as 
They  found  their  Dodrine  too  fhocking  to  be 
endured  in  broad  Terms ;  and  as  They  perceived 
the  neceffiry  of  ufing  Catholick  Language.  We 
can  eafily  fhow,  how,  and  when,  and  why 
the  Arians  were  obliged  to  fpeak  higher  than 
They  thought.  But  it  can  never  be  fhown  that 
the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  were  under  any  fuch 
Temptation;  or  that  They  affected  to  ipeak 

•  Prsef.  p«4..i9.  Lib.  p.8>9i^4o.  90. 109*  rf^*!^?^  and  tlftwbm. 

t  Scilicet  Tcncbrioncs  ifti  parati  crant  quamlibct  Fidci  Confcflio- 
9cm  (uo  fufiOragio  comprobare,  quz  iriodo  vocem  •iaswm  non  ba- 
bcrct  :  ctiamfi  quoque  in  ca  ponercntur  rcrba  alia  quz  apud  Sanos 
pmnes  idem  prorfus  fignificarcnr.  BhU  D.  F.  p.  i8f. 

Arianos  Jcfum  Chriftum  De*w  Deo»  lumen  Je  lumint,  -w- 
tarn  ex^  viia»  antt  omnia  S^cula  ex  Deo  Fatre  genii  urn  dixilTe,  £11- 
icbio  adhuc  in  vivis  agente,  me  legifle  non  memini:  utcunque  po- 
fiea*  ad  dccrinandam  Invidiam  in  Publicis  Formults  has  voces  frao- 
dulenrer  ufurparcnt,  ^c.    Cav.  Epift,  Apologet,  p.  65-. 

Qui  Arrqs  Eufcbii,  rcliquorumquc  AriMornm  Vocum  Ambigui- 
tare  pcrperuo  a,butei>tiuai,  non  oifaciet  bac  in  rci  ci  quid  aliud 
oi>tern  aoa  viJccu  prxtor  o^um.  Qitr.  Zf  ifi.  Cri/.  %  ^.  ^1. 

*  othef 
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otherwife  than  They  really  meant,  or  than 
They  would  be  generally  underftood.  They 
were  plain,  open  Men ;  unacx|uainted  with  thofe 
Principles  of  Latitude^  and  (hidied  Refinements 
which  came  in  afterwards.  I  may  ufe  almoft 
a  parallel  Inftance,  from  what  has  been  lately 
feen  among  our  Selves.  From  the  Year  1711* 
jfrians  have  been  taught  to  fubfcribe  the  iST/* 
cene  and  Athanafian  Creeds.  But  our  good 
Fore- fathers  would  have  thought  it  horrid  Pre- 
yarication  to  do  it ;  They  were  not  ib  (ubtilc 
and  refin'd:  And  therefore,  tho'  Subjcription 
is  now  no  certain  Argument  of  Men's  Scnti* 
ments,  it  was  formerly :  when  Men  were  other- 
wife  infhxidled,  and  loved  Chriflian  Plainnefs 
and  Simplicity.  This  may  ferve  for  a  brief 
general  Anfwer  to  the  learned  Examinet^s 
lecond  general  Fallacy. 

There  is  a  third  general  Salvo^  which  occurs 
pretty  often ;  that  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers  di- 
ftinguifh  God  from  Chrift  ( that  is,  the  Father 
from  the  Son)  and  call  the  Father  God  ab- 
fblutely :  Now,  fince  the  Toji-Nicene  Writers 
do  fb  too,  and  fince  no  Body  fcruples  it,  even 
at  this  Day ;  I  need  not  give  my  felf  the  Trou- 
ble of  any  more  particular  Anfwer.  Thus  for 
for  the  general  Fallacies,  running  through  his 
Performance :  After  which,  it  rtiay  be  needlefs 
to  take  notice  of  any  particular  Mifmanage- 
ment ;  But,  for  a  Specimen,  you  fhall  have  a 
few  Inftances  of  his  Mifquotations,  Milconftru- 
(^ions,  MifreprefentatioDS,  Reviving  of  old  and 

trite 
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trice  ObjedioDS  concealing  the  Aofwers,  and 
the  like. 

To  begin  with  Mi/quotations:  Pag.X2,  He 
cites  part  of  Tolycarfs  Doxology^  recorded  in 
the  Epiftle  of  the  Church  of  Smyrna.  There 
He  *  leaves  out  the  Two  mod  material  Words, 
(^f  aurJ)  on  which  the  Argument  chiefly  de- 
pended, and  then  inlults  over  the  learned 
TreUte. 

Pag.  6%.  Citing  a  Paflage  from  ^  Atbenagh 
ras^  He  changes  aut^  into  ^cg^^  autdpi 
without  giving  any  notice  of  it,  or  rcafbn  fiw 
it;  only  to  make  a  weak  Infinuation  againft  the 
divinity  of  God  the  Son. 

Pag.  75,  76.  He  has  a  Citation  from  Mt* 
tbodius^  part  of  which  you  may  ice  above 
(/.  143.)  the  remainder  I  have  here  fet  dowo, 
in  the  ^  Margin.  After  giving  a  Conftrudion 
diametrically  oppofitc  to  the  Intent  and  Letter 
of  the  Author.  He  breaks  out  into  this  ExpreP 
fion;  ^  See  how  He  (Methodius)  manifefily 
acknowledges  the  Son  to  have  been  made,  and 
before  begotten  (that  is  all  the  Senfc  that  I  cad 
make  of  what  He  lays)  in  ff  ight  of  theBiJhop. 
He  might  have  laid,  in  Ipight  of  Grammar  and 

a  Ut  reads  it  J^*  «  ^fiufi^eJU  ti^im  l^^x,  iftfteMj  of  A'  9u  gu 

W9f  mrJ  0¥  ^tuit»et%  dytm  Vid.  Eufcb  1  4.  c.  ly. 

b  «uTo5  i(sH  •"'^•«'  fyt»i79.  Athenag.  Leg.  p.  |8. 
Ox.Ed.       ^  ,     r        ,        ,  , 

iyp0i/Siff§§  ywe^^Kf*    Ap«  Phot.  p.  960. 

li  En  quam  clarc  agnofcit  Filium  y^fifsif  6c  ta^ytyrintf  fa^lam 
8c  prargenitum  cfTc,  fruidra  prsefulc  reaitente.  Modefi.  Dsjq.  p.  76. 

com* 
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:ommoD  Senfc :  Nothing  can  be  clearer  than 
that  PafTagc  of  Methodius  for  the  eternal  Ge- 
Mration  ot  the  Son ;  which  He  does  not  only 
a0^:rt,  but  guards  it  againft  the  Objed^ion  from 
tbic  Text  {This  day  have  I  begotten  Thee) 
eypiainiog  it,  not  of  any  Temporal  Generation 
(for  He  allows  no  iiich  Thing)  but  of  a  Tern- 
ppral  Manifeftation. 

Pag.  97.  You  may  fee  how  He  deals  with 
a  modern  Author,  the  learned  Dr.  Cave.  He 
firft:  applauds  his  great  Knowlec^e  of  Ecde- 
(Wftical  Antiquity  ( in  which  He  is  extremely 
right)  9nd  then  cites  a  PafH^e  from  Him, 
which,  as  reprefented,  (eems  to  fay,  that 
many  of  the  earlieft  Fathers  were  ^ainft 
ChriCl's  Divinity.  He  had  done  this  once  be- 
fore in  his  *  Preface,  lb  that  one  may  fee 
He  is  pleafed  with  the  Difcovery.  I  have  gi« 
yen  the  Paflage  at  large  in  the  f  Margin,  in- 
cluding that  part  in  Hooks  which  our  learned 
Examiner  has  left  out.  The  whole  turns  up- 
on this ;  whether  Dr.  Cave  by,  in  quibus,  in- 
tended the  lame  as,  in  quibus  Jingulis^  in  every 
one  of  the  foregoing  Particulars,  or  rather  in 

•  Pr«f.  p.  18. 

t  Nzvos,  qui  in  Scrlptis  ejus  CLa^antii)  ootantur,  it  Dkfmitstet 
de  Kterna  Filii  exiftentia  [de  Animarum  pne-ezi/leotia  &  Futuro 
pod  hanc  vitam  ftatu»  de  Fine  Ssectili  &  Mille  Annorum  Imperio, 
de  Advento  Eliae  Multos  ad  Dei  cultam  coDverfuro]  aliiiqae  capi* 
tibus,  de  quibus  obfcure*  incaute>  quandoque  ettaro  periculoie 
locutus  (it,  cxcuiabunt,  apud  candidos  rerum  seftimatores.  S«cuU 
quo  vixit  circa  iflas  res  iniperitia»  dogmata  ipia  pauIo  abftra£H« 
era,  nee  dum  a  Theelogis  dilacide  explicata  oec  Synodorum  de* 
cretis  definita»  &  in  qHtius  *0/ur«4^if(  habuit  compluitt  praece* 
deotium  Satculorum  Patrei.  C^.  Wfin  Li$ir.  Vol.  I.  p.  |.it. 

many 
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WMuy^  or  mft  of  them.  It  is  impoflible  to 
prove  that  He  meant  it  (Iridly  of  every  one; 
and  therefore  no  certain  Argument  can  be 
drawn  from  this  Paffage :  But  I  will  give  you  a 
Reaion  or  two,  why  I  think  Dr.  Cave  did  nor, 
or  could  not  ib  mean  it.  You'i  obferve,  that 
de  T>ivinitate^  (lands  by  itielf,  as  a  diftiod 
Article ;  and,  very  probably,  is  to  be  conftro^d 
$f  the  T^eity:  Lahantius  is  *  known  to  have 
)»d  very  abfurd  Notions  of  the  T^eity^  iiippo- 
iing  God  to  have  had  a  Beginnings  and  to  Lnre 
made  Himfelf.  Dr.  Cave  could  never  meao 
that  La6tantius  had  'O^^^^ou^  Comflura, 
many  of  his  mind^  in  this  Article :  And  there* 
fore  could  not  intend,  in  quibus^  (tridly,  of 
every  Particular,  but  of  the  whole*  and  in  tbe 
general.  Then,  as  to  Dr.  Cave'^  Juc^ment  of 
the  Senfe  of  the  Fathers^  in  refpedl  to  the  Di- 
vinity of  the  Son,  and  his  eternal  Exiftence,  it 
i$  fo  f  well  known,  and  fb  often  appears  in  bis 
Writings,  that  He  Ihould  not  be  prefumed  to 
contradid:  his  declared  and  repeated  Senrimeors, 
without  a  manifeft  neceffity.    Wherefore  Dr. 

•  Lafent.  Jnftitut.  I.  l.  c.  7. 

f  Sand^i  Parres  Catholicac  Fidci  Nicaniorumque  Dogmata m  Tcfles 
(lint  incoQCuill,  Viodices  acerriroi;  qui  Fidem  ab  Apoftolis  tradi* 
tarn,  a  Majonbus  acccptam,  ad  nos  ufquc  propagarunt,  acccptaro 
Vita,  Voce,  eciam  Sanguine  fuo  confirmarunt,  invi^ifque  Argu- 
mentis  contra  omnia  Hzrcticorutn  moliniioa  iartam  tedlaro  con- 
(ervarunt;  quique  nullis  Sophifmatibus  fledii  queunt,  ut  in  Urn- 
turiorum  caufam  Teftimonium  dicant.  Hinc  illx  Lachr)- ni7.  Hzc 
Fundi  caUmitas.  Adeo  ut  de  Antiquitate  Ecdefiadica  did  poteft, 
quod  de  dMicm  alicubi  habet  Malmsburienfis  Philofbphus ;  ubi* 
cunque  Bjuio  Homini  repugnat,  Hominem  ipfi  Bjuioni  rcpugna- 
rarum.   C#v«  Zfift*  AfoUgtt.  p*  17, 
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Whitby  docs  a  great  Injury  to  the  Memory  of 
that  good  Man,  by  taking  an  Advantage  of  aa 
smbiguous  Expredion.    To  proceed. 

Pag.  60.  He  tells  us,  that  the  Titles  of  riJ 
ncwnrU  ^f»«)iT>fj,  and  oA«r  SMfuBfyU  (that  is. 
Creator  and  Framer  of  the  Univerfe)  were  (ucljt 
as  the  Writers  of  that  Age  (the  Second  Century) 
always  diftinguilh'd  the  Father  from  the  Son  by. 
If  He  means  that  the  Son  had  not  then  theie 
or  the  like  Titles  given  Him,  it  is  a  notori* 
OQS  Untruth  (as  you  may  fee  by  the  Quotati- 
ons *  above  from  Irenaus  zxAClemens  jllexan- 
drinus)  If  He  means  only,  that  Thofe  and  the 
like  Titles  were  eminently  and  emfhatical^ 
given  to  the  Father,  That  indeed  is  very  true 
of  the  Second  Century;  and  as  true  of  all  the 
Centuries  following,  down  to  this  prelent,  as 
appears  by  our  Creeds ;  which,  I  luppoie,  is  no 
great  Dilbovery. 

In  his  Preface,  (P.  3^^ )  He  mifreprelents^^* 
as  declaring  againft  Unity  of  Effence,  where 
the  good  Father  intended  nothing  but  againft 
Unity  of  Terjbn.  In  the  lame  P^e,  He  brings 
in  t  Athanafius,  and  interprets  what  He  faid 
againft  the  o^ctoifiWyas  if  it  had  been  meant  of  the 
0/108010^  betwixt  which,  that  accurate  Father  al- 

•  Qu.  9.  p.  189. 

t  Vid.  Athanaf.  Tom.  t.  p.  ^67*  Comfan  Tonu  i.  p.  |  t» 
Athanafius  difi'mgmjh'd  wry  piirticuUrfy,  tnort  than  Hilary  mU 
f&mi  other  Tsuhm  did*  hitHHtn  tin  ifAtwn^  tmd  thf  if^B^uaup.  /ft 
thought  th/u  to  fty  tho  Son  9ms  only  like  God*  9ns  ns  mneh  as  deny* 
tng  Him  to  6e  God:  As  if  wo  Jbostid  n  thing  is  only  like  Silvor, 
shoroforo  not  Silvery  or  only  like  Gold,  thorofrro  not  Cold.  Thu 
mu  his  Sonfo  of  tho  Mnttor. 

£  e  ways 
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ways  carefully  diftinguifhy.  A  litrle  lower, 
He  reprefenrs  Athanafius  as  maintaining  nume- 
.  rical  Identity;  which  (in  the  Senfe  of  the 
learned  Examiner)  is  making  Him  a  Sabellian. 
Thus,  it  fccms.  He  is  to  confute  Bifhop  BuU^ 
only  by  puzzHng  and  confounding  fiich  Things, 
as  that  incomparable  Prelate  had  made  plain 
and  clear. 

Pag.  9.  He  reprefcnts  Barnabas^ s  Epiftlc, 
o#  ro^oi^,  which  He  interprets  Spurious  (/.  19  ) 
neglcding  and  concealing  in  what  Senfe  ♦  Euft- 
bius\izA  reckoned  it  c^roioi^^  and  what  had  been 
laid  by  very  \  learned  Men  in  defence  of  it. 

Pag.  X3.  He  gives  a  partial  Account  of  the 
Antient  T^oxologtes.  No  one  that  has  fccn 
St.  Bafil,  the  eighth  Book  of  the  Clementine 
Conftitutions,  Tolycarfs  Doxology,  and  the 
Church  of  Smyrnas,  bcfides  Clement  of  Ale* 
xandria's,  and  Hipfolytus\,  can  make  any  rca- 
fonable  doubt,  whether  to  or  with^  were  not 
applied  in  T^oxologies  to  the  Son  or  Hokf- 
Ghoft,  as  well  as  by,  through,  or  by  the 
earlicfl:  Ante  Nicene  Writers.  To  pretend  A- 
thanafian  Forgeries  in  anfwer  to  all,  is  only 
giving  up  the  point,  with  the  ridiculous  Cir- 
cumftance  of  appearing  to  maintain  it. 

His  Account  of  Juftin  Martyr  is  one  con- 
tinued Milrcprefentation,  as  may  appear  in  fome 
Mealure,  by  comparing  it  with  what  hath  been 
obfcrvcd  in  thcfe  Papers. 

♦  v^Cavc  Hiftor.  Litcrar.  Vol.  i.  p.  i  f. 

t  Pr^irfou  ViflJic.  p.  176.  181.  Bull  O.F.p.  1/.  Pr.  Trad.  p.  ^. 

Pag.  61. 
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Pag.  61.  He  takes  occafion  from  the  Latm 
Verfion  to  mifreprefent  Athenagoras^  and  to 
infinuatc  that  the  Son  is  not  like  the  Father. 
If  words  be  rendered,  as  They  fipiity, 

Infedtiy  Fadii^  the  Equivocation  upon  G>- 
nitus^  and  therewith  the  Argument  is  lofr. 

Pag.  6x.  He  undertakes  another  Pafla  le  ia 
Athenagoras,  a  very  famous  one,  and  or  fm- 
gular  u(c  in  this  Controverly ;  plainly  fli owing 
the  true  and  genuine  Senfe  of  liich  Fathers,  as 
(poke  of  a  Temporal  Generation,  and  being  of 
equal  Force  both  againft  iS'^^^/Z/^/r x  zni\Arians^ 
as  the  *  learned  Prelate  has  judicioufly  and  ad- 
mirably demonftrated  againft  Tetavius,  San- 
Mus,  and  Others.  Sandtus,  being  fenfible  of 
its  Weight  and  Force,  thought  it  the  wifeft  way 
to  lay,  that  the  place  was  corrupt ;  and  being 
a  Man  of  Wit,  He  invented  fomcthing  of  a  Co- 
lour for  it.  Gilbert  Gierke  afterwards,  thought 
of  a  more  plaufible  Solution  of  the  difficulty; 
but  the  learned  f  Bilhop  had  too  much  Acu- 
men  to  let  it  pals.  Laft  of  all  comes  Dr  JVbttky 
with  a  new  Device,  which,  I  fuppole,  is  ia- 
tirely  his  own.  You  (ee  the  Paflagc  in  the 
\  Margin.  The  words  \ix  >^»^^o^j  He  con- 
(Irues  thus :  Not  as  eternally  generated,  as  if 
He  had  read  ytnL^J^^^y  (upplying  iV,jiaj;  by 
Imagination.    The  Senfe  and  Meaning  of  the 

•  Bull.  Def.  F.  N.  p.  104,  lof. 

f  See  Bull.  Animad\r.  in  Gilb.  Cl.Op.  Poft.  p.  1052.  lO^j^. 
0f««  9ovi  m^ioi  iv,  if^iv  tburoi  C¥  ijjuri  T09  Aoyoy  ui'ii*fi  eiV. 

AthcD*  Leg.  c.  10.  p.  3& 

E  c  X  word 
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word  *  >tw/^^oM  fignifying  made^  or  created^  is 
fo  fix'd  and  certain  in  this  Author,  that  no 
doabt  or  fcruple  can  be  reafonably  made  of  it. 
And  that  He  intended  to  fignify  the  Son's  im- 
mutable^  eternal^  necejfary  Exiftencc,  in  this 
Paffage,  is  fo  manifefl,  that  a  Man  mu(l  be  of 
a  peculiar  Complexion  that  can  ib  much  as 
queflion  it;  efpecially  confidering  the  other 
high  Things  faid  of  the  Son,  by  this  Author, 
in  other  Places;  Ibme  of  which  have  been 
above  cited.  I  mention  not  how  the  learned 
Examiner  endeavors  to  elude  Them  j  putting 
off  one  with  a  jeft  (/.  60.)  pretending  an  In- 
terfolation  for  another  (}  6i.)  and  for  fear 
all  ihould  not  fuffice,  retreating  at  length  to  his 
Quibble  upon  the  word,  Numerical. 

P.  108.  fie  makes  a  ridiculous  Reprefentation 
of  Tertullian,  as  if  that  Writer  believed  two  Jn- 
gels  to  be  as  much  One,  as  God  the  Father  and 
God  the  Son  are.  I  fliall  only  f  tranfcribe  the 
PafTage.and  truft  it  with  the  intelligent  Reader. 

Pag,  no.  113.  You  find  Him  tampering  with 
Irenaus^  Firft,  infinuating  as  if  that  excellent 

•  ^'Eftt  0Mir  ur/H  T  tSA  ^  Tftutrc^  tntniif^  acItoit  /au  i  ^o^*s 

^11  T«  OP  eu  yin-ntf,  «AAa(  to  f/t,i»  ov  p,  21-    To  of  uu,  yiwicv  if 

Ctnc  i^op  ii  ri  ro  ywofS^  jmv  or  it  outimrt,  p»  67.  Oi  ^va^  ormt 
«AAtf  ^ofAtifOff,  p.  68. 

t  £t  nos  ctiam  Scrmoni  atque  Ran'oni,  itcmquc  Virluti,  per 
quae  omnia  molitum  Deum  cdiximus,  propriam  Subflantiam 
Spiritum  infcribimus ;  cui  &  Sermo  infit  prsenuntianti,  &  lU/i# 
adHt  difponenti,  &  Virtus  pcrficicnti.  Hunc  ex  Deo  prolaturo  di- 
diciinus.  &  prolationc  gencratum,  &  idcirco  Fiiium  Dei  &  Dcuni 
diarum,  ex  UmtMti  SuSftantU,  Nam  &  D$hs  Sfiritus,  ■  Ita  dc 
Spiritu  Spiritus  &  dc  Deo  Dtus,  ut  Lumm  de  Lumm§  acccniuro. 
X#r/WA  Afol.  c.  11.  p.  iQx.  £d.  Harcrcamp.  Lugd. 

•  Writer 
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*  Writer  had  fuppofed  the  Son  was  cur  Lord 
and  God,  according  to  the  good  Tleafure  of 
the  invifible  Father ;  bat  admitting  the  more 
probable  ConftruiflioD  to  be«  that  every  knee 
might  bow^  according  to  the  good  Tleafure  of 
the  invifible  Father. 

It  is  well  known  that  Iremeuf  ^  allows  no 
Creature^  nothing  that  had  a  Beginning,  to  be 
juftly  called  God\  ^  looks  upon  the  Notion  of  an 
inferior  God^  as  a  Contradiction;  does  not  ^ad* 
mit  that  any  Creature  can  create :  And  yet  He 
makes  the  Son  «  truly  God,  ^  Co-etemal,  and 
s  Confubftantial  ( tho'  He  uies  not  the  very 
word)  with  God  the  Father ;  Creator  of  Men, 
of  Angels,  of  all  Things.  Teftimonies  of  the 
lad  particular  are  lb  many  and  (b  clear  ((bme  of 
which  have  been  cited  above)  that  I  need  not 
here  refer  to  them.  In  Contradidion  to  all  this, 
Y>x.lVhitby  would  perfwade  us  (from  two  or 
three  Paflages  whicn  fay  no  fuch  thing)  that 
Irenaus  revived  all  the  Dignity  of  the  Son 
into  the  Powers  given  Him  after  his  Re- 
liirrei^ion  ^.  I  may,  upon  this  Occafion,  take 
notice  of  another  *  Writer,  who  has  lately 

t  Irencuf*  lib*  f .  c.  lo.  p.  48*  Ed.  Bened* 
b  Iren.  lib.     c.  8*  p*        £d.  Bened.     c  Wx  4.  c     p.  119. 
d  Lib.  4.  c.  41.  p.  188.  e  Lib.  3.  c.6.  p«  180.  Lib.  4. 

c.tf.  p.  xi$'  f  Lib.  1.  CI).  p»i  31-  Lib.  1.  c.if.  p.  1^9. 

fLib.  3.  c.if.  p.  117.  Lib.i.  c.  1 ).  p*  i^t.  L.t*  c.  15*  p.  15*1. 
IrcQXos'i  gnmm%  PrhuipUs  fnmy  U  fnn  m  om  flfort  Sem/fnce. 
Pater—- ver bum  fuum  vifibilc  cnecit  oroni  fieri  Ctrni,  ioctrna- 
tum  &  ipfum*  ut  in  omoibus  roanifeflus  ficrct  Rex  eorum  eteDim 
ca  qa«  judicaorur*  oportebat  ? idere  Judicem.  8c  Scire  Huuc  a  quo 
ju4icaDturt   Irm.  /.  3.  ^.  9.  184. 

i  Efsl^a.  ExMtm  9f  Dr.  Bcntiet.  p.  18.  jErjJ  EJii. 

lie  3  inifrf. 
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mifreprefcntcd  Irenaus.    He  imagines  that  the 
good  Father  iiippoied  the  Aoy®-,  or  Word»  as 
fuch,  paffible.  The  Paflages,  which  He  builds 
this  Fidion  upon,  you  have  in  the  *  Margin, 
according  to  the  laft  Edition.    The  mod  that 
you  can  efpy  in  them  iS:  that  the  hiyos  fuffered 
in  the  Flefli :  One  of  the  Quotations  does  not 
certainly  lay  fo  much,  but  might  bear  another 
Conflrudion.    It  might  as  reafonably  be  pre- 
tended that  the  AoVf,  as  fuch,  was  VifibUy  and 
Comfrehenfible,  and  changed  into  a  frail  Man, 
as  that  He  was  pajjlble:  Sec  the  Margin.  All 
thai  Irenaus  intended  to  prove  againft  the/^f- 
reticks,  was,  that  the  Aiy@^  was  conftantly 
united  to  the  Man  Chrift  Jefus,  and  did  not  de- 
fert  the  Human  Nature  in  the  Taffion^  it  be- 
ing f  ncccflary  that  the  fuffering  Redeemer 
fhould  be  both  God  and  Man:  This  is  all 
the  Cafe.    But  to  proceed  with  the  learned 
Examiner. 

Pag.  147.  He  reprefentsT3?r/«//wif,  as  making 

*  Solus  vm  Magifter  Dominus  noder;  8c  bonus  Fcre  Filiot 
Dci>  &  paticns,  verbum  Dei  Patris  Filius  Hominis  h£k\it.  Ireu. 
|.  3.  c.  18.  p.  II  I. 

*0  Atfy<^  5*  ©iS  awf{  lyww»,  9^  wrojif.  1.  I.  c.  lo.  p.  jo. 
Compart  tfn  foUam'mg  PUces* 

Verbum,  Unigenirus  qui  femper  hum^no  gcneri  adeft,  &  con* 
fparfus  fuo  Plafmati,  iecundum  plant um  Pdtris  &  Caro  fidus,  Ipif 
cfl  jefus  Chridus  Dominus  nofler,  qui  pafTus  efl,  p.  ao6. 

at      tUrZi  ntfxt,  Of  ji  1^  Im^p  lAiJ^TBif.  p.  207. 

Invifibilis  vitibtlis  fa^us,  8c  incomprehenlibilis  fadhia  compre* 
henfibilis.  8c  impaiTibilis  pa(fibtlis,  8c  Verbum  Homo.  p.ao6. 

f  See  Ircnxus,  1.  5.  c.  i8*  p.  211.  See  alfo  the  famom  Vmffagk 
mffont  Quicfcence,  p.ii  W^/cA  fUinh/  fapfcfes  all  thdi  wss  fmfir- 
hi  and  htf  to  belong  to  the  Man  only^  ali  that  9M  high  md  irmi  t$ 
^he  Aiy^t  or  Divvti  liMtitro. 
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the  Son.  in  his  highcft  Capacity,  Ignorant  of 
the  Day .  of  Judgment.  Let  the  Reader  lec 
the  *  whole  PafTage,  and  compare  it  with  ano- 
ther, four  Chapters  lower;  and  from  thence 
judge  of  Tertullian^s  meaning.  No  reafbnable 
doobt  can  be  made,  but  that  TertuUian  under- 
ftood  the  Son's  being  Ignorant^  &c.  in  refped: 
only  of  his  Humanity^  as  well  as  He  undcr- 
Aood  the  other  Things,  mentioned  together  with 
ic  in  the  (ame  Paragraph.  Such  as  confider  how 
highly  Tertullian,  eifewhere,  fpeaks  of  the  Son, 
making  Him  one  undivided  Subdancc  with  the 
Father,  can  make  no  queftion  of  it. 

Here  it  will  be  proper  to  obviate  a  difficulty 
which  may  naturally,  upon  the  firft  Thoughts, 
arife  in  one's  Mind.  Why  Ihould  the  Catho- 
lic ks  lb  often  urge  the  Texts  relating  to  Chrift's 
Human  Nature  only,  againft  the  SabeUiansl 
For  it  may  feem  that,  if  They  thereby  proved 
Two  Hypofia/es^  They  proved  only  a  divine 
and  a  Human  Hypofiafis ;  and  there  might  Ail! 
be  but  one  Hypoftajis  in  the  Godhead^  as  the 
Sabellians  pretended.  But  it  is  to  be  confidcr'd) 
that  Both  C^i&(?//V£r  zuA  Sabellians  vicxQ  agreed 

^  Ignor/ins  ^  Ipfi  Diem  (j^  Harm  UUim0m»  8oti  Pstri  notsmi 
difponens  Regnuro  Di{cipuiis»  quomodo  &  dhi  diipofitum  dicit  a 
Patrej  habcns  Poteilatem  Legiones  Angelorum  poftubndt  ad  auxi- 
lium  a  Patre  fi  veller,  ExeUmsns  tfuod  ft  Deus  rtHe^H'tffrt^  in  Patris 
snanibus  Spiritum  poneos.  T§rtuU.  Adv.  Vtax^  c.  i6.  p.  f  i6. 

Habcs  ipfam  Exclamanttm  in  Pafiioae,  BeMi  Meus^  Deui  Klms^  ut 
quid  rac  dercliquifti?— Scd  Hare  Vox  Carnis  &  Anim».  id  eft, 
Hominis,  non  S§rmomh»  ncc  Sptritms^  id  eft,  n<m  I>r,  propierca 
emida  c(l>  ut  impaifibilcm  Dcum  odcjiderer,  qui  fic  Filium  derc- 
liquic  •  dam  Horetnem  ejus  tradidic  io  rooxicnu   TtrimU.  miv* 

£  e  4  in 
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in  ooe  Point,  that  God  was  incarnate,  the  iu 
vine  Nature  perfonally  united  ro  the  Mm 
Cbrift  J  ejus:  And  the  main  Queftion  between 
Them  was,  whether  the  Father  Htmlelf  made 
onePerlon  with  Chriffs  Human  Nature,  or  No. 
If  the  Catholicks  could  prove  the  Negative 
(as  They  could  eafily  do)  then  the  Sahellians 
mud,  of  Courfe,  and  upon  their  own  Principles, 
acknowledge  another  divine  Hyfoftajis^  be- 
(ides  the  Father.  The  Catholicks  therefore 
Urged  all  the  Texts,  wherever  Chrift  fpeaks  of 
Himfelf  as  a  dijtind  Perfbn  from  the  Father; 
tho*  many  of  rhefe  Texts  are  meant  of  Him, 
in  his  Human  Capadty  only.  Had  our  Saviour 
Chrift  fpoke  of  the  Aoyig)*'.  or  ff^ord^  in  the 
fame  manner  as  He  does  of  the  Father :  Had 
He  prayed  to  the  Aoy®-,  or  PTordj  complain'd 
of  being  forfaken  by  Him ;  or  had  He  (aid,  I 
know  not  the  Day  of  Judgment,  but  He,  the 
A0705,  ox  Word,  does;  it  could  never  have  been 
prefumed,  that  the  /  and  He,  the  Aoyo^  and 
Chrift,  made  one  Terft>n.  It  appearing  there* 
fore,  from  that  manner  of  Expre/Iion,  that  the 
Father  was  not  ferft>nally  united  with  the 
Human  Nature  of  Chrifl;  this  was  (iifficient 
dgainft  the  Sabellians,  who  allowed  that  the 
Man  Chrift  Jefiis  was  perfbnaUy  united  with 
Cod:  And  if  it  could  not  be  with  the  Father^ 
it  rauft  of  Confequencc  be  with  another  divine 
f^poftafts.z  diftin^  and  r^^/ Son  of  the  Father. 
Thos  you  fee  the  force  and  Significancy  of 
thot^  Texts  (and  of  all  Tejcts  which  iotimated 
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a  plain  perfinal  Diftiodion  between  the  Fa^^ 
tber  and  Chrlft)  againft  the  Sabellians.  They 
ihowed  that  the  Perlbn  fpeaking  was  not 
the  Father.  And  yet  the  Perfon  who  (pake, 
having  (as  both  Sides  allowed)  a  divine 
and  Human  Nature,  might  fpeak  of  Himielf 
in  different  Relpeds ;  in  this,  or  in  that  Ca- 
pacity. Thus,  in  regard  to  the  Son's  Igno- 
rance of  the  of  Judgment^  it  is  manifeft 
that  the  Father  and  Son  are  there  Ipoken  of, 
as  of  Two  Perlbns;  and  One  as  knowings  the 
Other  as  not  knowings  tho'  only  in  a  certain 
refped :  One  Ignorant  in  (uch  a  Capacity,  the 
Other  not  Ignorant  in  any  Capacity  at  all, 
as  having  never  taken  Human  Nature^  and 
therewith  Human  Ignorance,  into  a  ferfonal 
Union  with  HimfelK  Thus  far  to  clear  this 
Point,  and  to  acquit  my  fclf  of  a  *  promife 
made  you  fbme  time  ago. 

I  fhall  proceed  a  little  farther  in  remarking 
on  your  Friend's  Performance.  It  is  frequent 
with  Him  to  bring  up  old  Objedtions,  negleift- 
ing  and  concealing  the  Biihop's  Anfwers.  I 
ihall  give  a  few  Inftances  only;  that  I  may 
not  be  Tediops. 

Pag.  17.  He  pretends  that  the  Bifliop  has 
not  Ihown,  that  the  Fathers  of  the  Secona  Cen^ 
tury  refblved  the  Unity  into  the  fame  Principle 
with  the  Nicene  Fathers.  Yet  the  Bilhop  f  has 

*  QP*  7*  P»  Atfaftnafius  fttrfhtf  mfm$  fAt  TUm  wbiff$f 

i  Sum  San  /pt^kinx.  Vol  I.  p.  361, 
'  t  iolL  0.  F.  Sea.  V  ^  4-      '  ^ 

ioQWO 
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Ihown  it,  and  Dr.  fTbitiy  allows  as  much  in 
the  very  next  Page ;  and  has  nothing  to  retreat 
ro  but  the  miferable  Evafion  ^owi  Individual. 

Pag.  84  He  refers  to  Bajil,  as  an  Evidena 
that  Gregory  Thaumaturgus  believed  the  Son 
to  be  a  Creature.  This  He  again  repeats  in 
the  next  Page ;  and  again  in  his  Preface,  p.  10. 
Yet  the  Fad:  is  evidently  falfe ;  Bafil  Himfclf 
a  full  Witnels  on  the  contary  fide ;  and  this 
Bifhop  Bull  had  ^  given  notice  of,  and  made 
dear  to  a  Demonftration.  When  a  Writer  drains 
lb  hard,  to  put  a  falfe  Senle  upon  Another; 
there's  no  uncharitablenefs  in  believing,  that 
He  gives  us  at  lead  his  own  true  meaning. 

Pag.  87.  He  revives  an  old  Obje<aion,  which 
the  learned  Prelate  had  ingenuoufly  ^  fer  forth 
in  its  full  Force ;  and  given  it  as  full  an  Anfwer. 
Your  Friend  is  here  pleafed  to  fpcak  with  great 
contempt  of  the  Bilhop's  Anfwer ;  for  no  other 
leafon,  that  I  can  fee,  but  becaufe  He  was  not 
able  to  confute  it.  Being  however  refblved  to 
£iy  fomething.  He  ftoutly  denies  a  plain  Mat- 
ter of  Fad.  olxoniiU,  lays  He,  is  never  ufed 
by  the  Fathers,  in  the  Biftiop*s  Senfe.  Pleafc 
to  turn  to  the  places  noted  in  the  ^  Margin , 
and  judge  whether  the  Bilhop,  or  He.  be  the 

t  Boil.  Dcf.  F.  N.  p.  Iff,  1/6,  If 7. 
b  Bull.  D.     p.  167. 

c  TertuIHan  adv.  Prax.  c.  a.  5.     Qcm.  Alexaodr.  p.  8;i.  pff. 
Ttrkn  c.  8.  Ed.  Ox.     Hippolytus  Contr.  Noct.  p.  12.  i^. 
Valefius  had  obftmid  ih$  Tbmg  Ung  ago,  and  witkout  any  View 

l»  Controller fy, 

Vetus  omnis  Chriftianorum  Thcologia  Deo  ^QKiem  Patri  Mo- 

more 


>CXVI.     of  fme  QUERIES.  419 

I  faithful  and  accurate  in  this  Matter.  If 
thing  farther  be  wanting  in  Defence  of  Bi- 
BuU^  in  this  Article,  let  Him  fpeak  for 
felf*  in  another  ^  Work,  in  anfwer  to  G/A 
Clerke ;  who,  it  ieems,  was  much  offend- 
;  the  olxofofiicL^  grieved,  as  He  well  might, 
be  His  mofl  pompous  and  plaufible  Pre- 
es  intirely  bafned  by  it.  I  fhould  wear/ 
Header,  and  my  Self  too,  if  I  went  on  re- 
dng  every  Place,  where  old  Objedions  arc 
^ht  up;  and  either  none,  or  very  flight 
ce  taken  of  the  Anfwers:  If  you  have  a 
d  to  compare,  you  may  note  fbme  Pages 
rr'd  to  in  *  the  Margin.  I  fhall  proceed  no 
ler,  in  this  tedious  and  difagreeable  Employ- 

km  attribair,  Filio  ▼ero  &  Spiritui  Saodo  tiV^/i^lWv,  id  eft, 
niftiationetn  8c  Diipeoiadooein.  VaUf,  Noi»  nd  Enftk  p*  f  •  C 
Iff  p.  90. 

BiiU.Pofth.  Works,  p.  lo^f,  104^.  1047. 
k  Modeft.  Diiquifit.  Bull's  Def.  F. 
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ment;  except  it  be  to  obfervc  to  you  one  pe-  j, 
culiar  piece  of  Management,  which  I  leave  you  ^ 
to  icflcQ:  on.  The  learned  Examiner  laboois,  , 
for  *two  Pages  together,  to  Ihow  that  CUmem  | 
of  Rome  was  far  from  fpeaking,  or  thinking  fo 
highly  of  our  Blcflcd  Lord,  as  St.  Taml  did.  A 
little  after,  f  He  propofesC^i^xto  nsas  a  veiy 
good  Interpreter  of  Scripture ;  and  commends 
Him  highly,  for  laying  Chriftianity  before  U 
in  its  naked  Simplicity.  What  can  We  diiok 
of  this?  The  bed  Conftradion  I  can  onakeof 
ft  is,  that  He  intended  in  p.  14.  if*  noc  St. 
Taul  Himfeif,  but  St.  Taul  as  now  generally 
underftood :  And  lb  He  was  to  infinoate  folIl^ 
thing,  which  was  not  fit  to  be  expre(s*d.  Bot 
a  Man  of  Art  would  have  condaAed  better; 
would  not  have  diicover'd  Himfeif  lb  (bon,  bat 
have  traded  more  to  the  Sagacity  of  his  Reader* 
This  manner  of  proceeding,  in  an  importmt 
Caufe,  is  what  I  cannot  account  for.  It  ieeiDS 
to  me,  that  if  there  benotReafonsof  Confcieoce 
obliging  z^oddMaxk  to  fpeak  out,  there  are  al* 
ways  Reafons  of  Prqdence  which  ihoald  make 
a  wi/e  Man  hold  his  Tongue. 

You  may  perceive,  by  this  Time,  that 
ihop  Buirs  Book  is  like  to  (land,  till  ^bm^ 
thing  much  more  confiderable  appears  againft  it, 

*  Miter  plane  D.  fMilus  loquitur;  jul-.  Arynneato  podes 
eft  CUmentem  de  Chrifto  alitor  plane  quano  Fmulum  feafiflc  f 
magnaro  rufpicionem  injicit,  eadem  Cimtuatim  cum  PsmU  miouae 
fbcuifTe*  Pfi//^,  ^ify.  p.  14.  15. 

f  Solus  Clemens  ChriAianx  Fidei  Simplicitatem  prai  ocuBs  Ix* 
^oric  poait  Wbitk  DiC).  p*  19« 

Several 
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Several  attempts  of  this  kind  have  been  made 
before ;  but  to  as  little  purpofe ;  And  if  there 
be  ever  fo  many  more,  by  ever  fo  good  Hands, 
ril  venture  to  lay,  They  will  iucceed  no  better. 
The  Book  will  (land  as  long  as  clear  Senfe, 
{band  Realbning,  and  true  Learning  have  any 
Friends  left.  The  main  Subdance  of  it  is  noc 
CO  be  confuted ;  any  more  than  you  can  extin- 
guilh  Truth,  or  put  out  the  Light  of  the  Sun. 
The  Fathers  have  been  tried  and  are  found 
faithful:  What  They  defended  while  living. 
The  Divinity  of  our  Blcffcd  Lord,  againft  the 
Infiilts  of  Jews^  Tagans,  and  Hereticks^ 
They  ftill  maintain  in  their  works :  And  their 
Works  will  be  held  in  great  Efteem,  and  Ve- 
neration; while  every  weak  attempt  to  blafl 
their  Credit,  will  meet  with  what  it  juftly  de- 

(crves  1  was  going  to  fay  what,  but  it  may 

ibund  fevere:  I  proceed  to  another  Query. 
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u  B  R  Y  xxvii.  I: 

Whether  the  learned  DoSior  may  not  reafin- 
ably  be  fuffofed  to  fay^  the  Fathers  arc  oq 
his  (ide,  with  the  fame  meaning  and 
ferve  as  He  pretends  our  Church-Forms  U 
favour  Him;  that  is^fravided  He  may  uh 
t  erf  ret  as  He  fleafes^  and  make  thernffeek 
bis  Senfe^  however  Contradi£}ory  to  their  1 
own:  jind  mbether  the  true  Reafbn  wby 
He  does  not  ^e  to  admit  the  Tejiimonies 
of  the  Fathers  as  Proofs,  may  not  be^  k- 
caufe  They  are  againft  Him  ? 

IN  Aniwer  to  this,  You  tell  me,  that  it  con- 
tains onlyau  invidious  S\x^t^\on\  not  any 
jirgument.  The  Suggeftion,  I  do  afTure  yoo, 
is  juft,  and  argumentative  too ;  and  was  kind- 
ly intended  towards  you ;  that  you  might  not 
take  Things  impiicitcly  and  upon  Truft  from 
others,  but  might  examine  them  firft  your  Self; 
and  then  pafs  a  Judgment  of  them.  As  to  the 
invidious  Appearance  of  it ;  had  1  ever  intend- 
ed, or  in  the  leaft  thought  of  making  the  Se- 
ries publick,  you  might,  with  a  better  Grace, 
have  told  me  of  it.  But  as  I  had  not  the  hbcrty 
of  rcvifmg  my  Papers,  nor  (b  much  as  any  pr^ 
viousApprehenfion  of  your  Dcfign  (preluming 
all  along  the  very  contrary,  as  I  realbnably 
might)  thefc  Things  confidered,  I  hope  the  in- 
vidious Part  you'l  take  to  your  felf }  the  Jr* 

gument 
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gument  (for  an  Argument  it  is«  in  its  kind) 
you  may  leave  to  me.  It  is  of  ibme  momenc 
to  us,  not  only  to  have  the  primitive  Writers 
on  our  (ide  Cas  we  plainly  have)  but  to  have 
them  thought  lb  too.  The  learned  Dodlor  has 
made  ibme  Pretences  that  way ;  and  they  are 
of  Weight  with  fuch  Readers,  as  are  not  duly 
apprehenfive  of  the  Doctor's  uncommon  man- 
ner of  letting  Things  ofT,  with  great  advantage 
to  his  Caufe,  and  as  great  detriment  to  Truth. 
Two  Reafons  are  intimated,  in  the  Qiiery,  why 
bis  claini  to  Antiquity  ought  to  have  the  le6 
Force  with  confidering  Men:  Firft,  Becaufe 
He  lays  claim  to  our  Church's  Forms ;  which 
every  common  Reader  may  lee,  are  diredly 
againft  Him ;  And  Secondly,  Becaule,  notwith- 
ftanding  his  appeal  to  Antiquity^  He  is  wifer 
than  to  put  the  Matter  upon  that  IlTue.  He 
endeavors  to  lelTen  the  Elleem  of  the  Antients, 
all  the  while  that  He  prclumes  They  are  on  his 
fide  (A  fure  Mark  that  He  fufpecas  Them)  and 
is  lecuring  a  Retreat  when  They  fail  Him ;  as 
they  certainly  will,  whenever  ftridly  inquired 
into.  I  would  leave  it  with  any  dilcerning 
Man  (who  cannot  examine  farther  into  the 
Merits  of  the  Caufe)  to  judge,  whether  it  be  at 
all  likely  that  thole  who  fpeak  always  con* 
temptibly  of  the  Antients.  and  endeavor  to  the 
utmoft  to  abule  and  expole  Them,  can  realbn* 
ably  be  prefumed  to  have  a  greater  Intereft  in 
Them,  than  They  who  fpeak  honourably  and 
handibmly  of  Them ;  who  defend  their  Chara- 

acr. 
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der,  and  have,  as  it  were,  an  affedionate  | 
Tendernefs  and  Concern  for  Them.  Thus, ' 
mach  for  the  iecond  Reafon  intimated  in  the 
^ery.  As  to  the  firft  Reafon  foggefted,  the 
Import  of  it  is  this.  If  the  learned  Dod:or  cao 
clpy  Arianifm  in  our  Liturgy,  or  Articles, 
where  it  certainly  is  not ;  He  may  as  reafon^ 
ably  be  foppofed  to  miftake  as  much,  amoi^ 
the  Fathers.  He  fees,  in  our  Liturgy,  the 
Dodrinc  of  one  God  the  Father,  inclufive  of 
Son  and  Holy  Ghoft;  but  does  nor  (ee  one 
God  exclujive  of  Both ;  which  is  his  Dodrinc. 
He  finds  a  Subordination  of  Order  taught  in 
cur  publick  Forms ;  but  does  not  find  any  Sub- 
ordination or  Inferiority  of  Nature  i  which 
is  his  Principle.  And  yet,  upon  thefe  flight 
Grounds,  He  icruples  not  to  fay,  that  the 
^main  Branches  of  his  own  Doctrine  are  ex- 
frejly  affirmed  in  our  Liturgy ;  meaning,  by  a 
tacite  Confequence  of  his  own  making.  And 
fince  this  Confequential  ^  that  is.  Imaginary 
Countenance  is  all  that  He  can  claim  from  oor 
Liturgy ;  and  all  that  He  really  means,  when 
He  fays  the  Church's  Forms  are  on  his  fide; 
poflibly  He  may  mean  no  more,  when  He 
Ipeaks  of  the  Fathers.  The  generality  of  Rea- 
ders, it  may  be,  underfland  Him,  as  if  He  had 
intended  to  fay,  that  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers  j 
elpecially,  had  declared  againft  the  Co-etemitj 
and  Confubfiantiality  of  the  Son,  the  Points 
in  Quefliont  But  I  humbly  conceive,  He  in- 

*  Script.  Do^r.  p.  379.  firjt  Zi. 

tended 
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tended  no  more  than  this,  that  the  Ante-Ni- 
cene  Writers  have  declared  (bmething,  which. 
He  really  believes,  does  by  Confequence  de- 
ftroy  ihtCon/ubftantiality,  Sec.  though,  at  the 
(ame  time,  thofe  Writers  admitted  no  Tuch  Con- 
Jequence ;  but  exfrejly,  and  conjfantly  difown- 
ed  it.  This  is  all  that  He  can  mean^  with  re- 
ipedl  to  our  Liturgy  \  and  therefore,  probably, 
oil  He  does  mean,  in  refped:  of  the  other;  or, 
however,  certain  I  am,  that  it  is  all  He  Jhould 
mean.  Now  you  fee  the  full  of  my  Argument, 
if  it  look  invidious^  I  cannot  help  it ;  I  am 
perfwaded  it  is  juft ;  and  I  think  it  of  as  much 
Importance  to  our  Readers  to  have  the  Matter 
iairly  ftated,  as  it  is  that  Truth  may  not  be 
fmotherM;  nor  any  ftrefs  laid  upon  theDoftor's 
Citations,  beyond  what  They  do  really  bear. 
The  learned  Dodor  owns,  as  to  Vojl-Nicene 
Fathers,  that  They  are,  in  the  whole,  againft 
Him.  And  He  fhould  have  own'd  as  much  of 
the  generality,  at  leaft,  of  the  Ante-Nicene 
Fathers  too,  and  then  He  has  no  claim  to 
any  thing  but  ConceJJlons ;  of  which  He  endea- 
vors to  make  the  urmoft  Advantage,  three 
Firft,  by  making  more  ConceJJlons  than  there 
really  are:  Secondly,  by  reprefenting  thofe 
Concejffions  in  lb  promifcuous  and  confufcd  a 
Light,  that  a  common  Reader  cannot  readily 
diftinguifli  when,  or  where  the  Dodor  intend- 
ed the  full  and  intire  meaning  of  af)  Author, 
or  a  Concejfion  only:  Thirdly,  by  flapping  his 
own  Conclufion  upon  thofe  ConceJ/hns,  as  if 

F  f  They 
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They  were  the  fame  Thing ;  tho'  there  really 
is  no  Connexion  between  Them,  no  juft  Con- 
fequence  from  one  to  the  other.  1  would  not 
be  knowingly  guilty  of  charging  the  Dodoi 
faifeiy,  in  thefe,  or  in  any  other  Particulars,  fot 
any  Confideration ;  and  therefore  it  may  be 
cxpedled  of  roe,  that  I  explain  my  (elf  more 
at  large;  which  accordingly  I  (hall  do,  in  the 
Order  and  Method  which  I  have  already  laid 
down. 

I.  The  learned  Dodor  has  taken  fevcral  Paf- 
lages  for  Concejfions,  which  are  really  none; 
but  only  as  He  has  given  Them  fiich  a  parti- 
cular  Air  and  Afped;  either  by  prefacing 
Them,  and  holding  out  a  falfc  Light  to  the 
Reader ;  or  by  commenting  upon  Them ;  or  by 
ill  tranjlating  of  Them.  1  lliall  proceed  to 
Particulars ;  and  you  muft  not  take  it  amift.  if 
we  call  upon  you  to  return  us  back  what  yoa 
have  unfairly  wrefted  from  us. 

Serif  ture'T)o61rine,  Pag.  3.  The  Do<5l^or  pro- 
duces a  Paflage  of  Athanajius^  part  of  which, 
fo  far  as  concerns  us,  you  fee  in  the  *  Margin; 
with  fb  much  farther  as  is  necefTary  to  clear  the 
Senfe  of  the  Author.  The  Dodor's  Verfion 
runs  thus:  "  For  He  {the  Father^  is  the  one 

God,  and  the  only  One,  and  the  Firft.  And 

tit  di  9(pJI    X(ano%    9^    UUTO^  ,     vXi^U/fLOL  TIK   TO?  fT^tfTy  f^fg 

5»fl7JjT»5,  oA(^  KOM  TA>#af«  «^  0s««.  Athanaf.  3.  OraL  Contr*  Ariin. 
f  .  <)^6.  Ed.  Bcoed. 
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yet  thefe  Things  do  not  deftroy  the  ^ivi* 
nitj  of  the  Son.  This  rendring  is  flat  and 
low ;  and  neither  anfvvers  the  intent^  nor  Let- 
ter of  the  Author.  Oux  iU  kvxt^y,  htcrally , 
is,  not  to  exclude  the  Son :  plainly  meaning, 
not  to  exclude  Him  from  being  the  one  God^ 
and  the  only  One,  and  the  Firji^  together  with 
the  Father.  And  fo  Athanajius  interprets  Him- 
fclf,  in  the  Words  immediately  following :  For 
He  {the  Son)  alio  is  'TrgSr®^,  the  Firjl,  the 
fullnels  of  the  Godhead  of  Him  who  is  the 
Firft^  and  only  God.  You'l  obferve  that  the 
Do(Jior  renders  kiccLvyoiatixy  as  if  it  had  been 
cLTTCLiyxafix  rh  ^^yjSj  Brightnefs  of  Glory: 
Which  is  again  conceahng  and  ftifling  the  Senfc 
of  the  Author.  Athanajius  intended  to  fignif^ 
the  Son's  ijjuing  or  fir  earning  forth,  as  it  were, 
from  the  Father's  Subftance,  as  Light  from  the 
Sun;  which  meaning  is  loft  and  funk  in  the 
Dodor's  Tranflation.  You  fee  then  that  this 
PafTage,  when  rightly  underftood,  is  intirely 
againft  the  Dodor ;  and  therefore  ought  not  to 
be  reckoned  amongft  Concejfions. 

Let  us  go  on  to  another,  m  the  very  fame  page, 
i^//Af  p.4?/?.(rhePaflage  you  have  in  the  *  Mar- 
gin.) The  Dodor  renders  it  thus:  **  The  true, 
God,  who  is  mofl  ftridlyand  abfolutely  fuch, 
••even  the  Father  of  Chrift.  Here  the  Englijh 
Reader  muft  needs  think  that,  if  the  Father  be 
mo  ft  ftridlly ,  He  is  more  ftridly  God  than 

^  T0f  ceAttd-ivdv  trm%  trm  0c«y>  *n9  r£f  X^ftv  miifti.  At  ban. 
Contr.  Gent.  p.  9. 
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Chriftis:  Efpecially  when  nothing  appears  in  the 
PafTage  to  compare  the  Father  with,  but  Chrift. 
Under  this  view,  indeed,  the  Paffage  cited  is  a 
very  great  ConceJJion :  But,  in  the  Creeks  there 
is  no  Concejfion  at  all.  The  juft  and  literal  ren- 
dring  of  the  Paflage  is  this :  7 he  true  God  nxht 
In  reality  is  fuch.namelyjhe  Father  ofChrifi. 
You  muft  know,  that  Athanajius  is  here  exhort- 
ing the  Gentiles  to  turn  from  their  dumb  Idols, 
ro  fcrve  the  living  God.  In  oppofition  to  what 
He  calls  *Qr)c  or^,  Things  which  have  no  red 
or  but  precarious  Exiftence,  or  f  cvx  oyra.  roaS- 
TO,  Things  which  were  not  Juch  as  the  Heathens 
imagined,  i.  e.  not  divine.  He  advifes  Them  to 
come  over  to  the  Father  of  Chrift  \  whole  pro- 
perty it  is  to  exift  in  reality,  and  who  is  truly 
and  ftri^ly  God.  This  is  no  more  than  Athana- 
ftus  would  have  laid  of  the  Son ;  and  %  indeed  has 
laid,  (in  other  words)  in  that  very  Treatile;  and 
therefore  you  may  pleafc  to  ftrike  this  Paflage 
allb  out  of  the  Number  of  ConceJ/ions. 

The  learned  Dodor  goes  on,  in  the  firac 
way  (pag  4)  And  in  another  Paflage,  inftead 
of  far  above  all  created  Being  (which  the 
Greek  Words  fignify,  and  which  is  the  certain 
meaning  of  the  Author)  He  chufes  to  lay  far 
above  all  derivative  Being\  infinuating  to  his 
Reader  as  if  the  Son  were  to  be  included  un- 
der derivative  Beings   than  which  nothing 

*  Vid.  Athanaf.  ibid.  p.  7,  8.  +  Athanaf,  p.  17. 

4:  'O  if  hf  >fsM  »  (rv»5"(^.  ^la  ^  i  rjrrjf  /\'9^%  Z%  iV, 

■t0v  AeVf,        MVTm  Urn  0i»,        c^fATmoKf  ;^xv«f#yA  6  KM^lfnr.u 

Athran*  Contr.  Gent.  p.  40.  *  *  ^^tl 
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can  be  farther  from  the  Senfe  of  the  Author,  in 
that  very  Page ;  as  I  have  obferved  *  before,  on 
another  occafion.  All  the  Concejfion  that  is 
there,  lies  only  in  the  Dodor's  Tranjlation,  and 
the  Turn  He  gives  to  it  in  the  Sequel :  Atha- 
najius  himfelf  has  granted  nothing  that  can  do 
you  any  Service;  at  leaft,  not  in  that  Paflage, 
and  therefore  let  that  alio  return  to  us  again. 

Pag.  Sg.  (alias  79.)  The Dodor  cites  a  Paflagc 
ofEu/eifius;  which,  Ht  hys.exfrejfes  theun^ 
animous  Senfe  of  the  Catholick  Church :  And 
it  may  be  true,  as  it  lies  in  Eufebius.  But,  as 
it  is  reprelented  in  the  Dociior'sTranflation,  ex- 
cluding the  Son  from  any  proper  Efficiency  in 
the  Work  of  Creation,  it  is  diametrically  oppofite 
to  the  unanimous  Senfe  of  the  Antients,  and  to 
Eufebius  too;  as  hath  been  Ihown  above f. 

Pag.  100, 10 1. (alias <^z.)  The  learned Do(3:or 
has  two  Citations  from  Chryfoftom  and  Bafl\ 
who  interpret  the  Texti,  of  Tower,  as  the  Do- 
dor  alfo  does  of  P<9w^r.  But  if  the  Dodor  means 
one  thing  by  Tower,  andThey  another,  and  the 
Ideas  be  intirely  different ;  their  Interpretation 
and  his  muft  be  as  different  as  the  Ideas  are ; 
And  it  is  not  fair  to  quote  them  as  agreeing  in 
the  Thing,  when  they  agree  only  in  the  Name. 
I  have  :j:  before  took  notice  howtheDodor  dealt 
with  Chryfofiom,  in  order  to  conceal  the  good 
Father's  true  meaning.  Ifhall  here  obferve,  how 
He  perverts  Bafl's  Senle,  by  a  fmall  and  feem- 
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ingly  flight  Turn  in  his  Tranflation.  *  Bafih 
Words  are  xotl  murff  3C5^tqI  Sijvttuuv.  That  is, 
Equal  and  the  very  fame,  in  reJpeSt  of  T^awer. 
The  Dodor  drops  equal,  which  would  have  diP 
covered  Bajil's  meaning ;  and  renders  it.  One 
and  the  fame  in  Tower,  And  thus  Bafil's  Words, 
which  arc  utterly  repugnant  to  theDodor's/^- 
fothefis,  are  improved  into  a  ConceJJion  in  favor 
of  it. 

Pag.  io%: (alias  94 )  He  gives  us  a  low  and 
lame  Conftrudion  of  a  noble  PafTage  in  f  Irend- 
us.  The  Words,  n^rai  to  JiiKOJi  'oJ^^or,  He  ren- 
ders, in  a  divine  and  glorious  Manner :  The 
true  rendring  is,  in  his  divine  and  glorious  Cba- 
ra&er :  Namely ,  that  which  He  had  as  God, 
and  Son  of  God.  Irenaus,  in  that  Chapter,  is 
reprefenting  the  Son  as  ading  at  different  Times, 
in  a  different  Charadler  or  Capacity.  When  He 
appeared  to  the  Tatriarchs,  then  He  aifted  in 
his  higheft  Capacity,  in  his  divine  Charader. 
What  that  Chard^er  is,  :j:  Irenaus  explains, 
a  little  above,  in  the  fame  Chapter :  It  is,  as  He 
is  the  Word,  the  Framer  (or  Maker)  of  all 

*  Xet^S^  TO  i»,  Mm  Tou  tern  »tu  mvrii  tutiu  ^wecfAa  m^mX^ff 
Qitttf,    Bafil.  Contr.  Eun-  I.  i.  p.  ac. 

Km  xCrc^  &k  9  A*^K^  r«?  Gfov  tvk  fju»  Mtvnm%  xmr^^mf' 
%»Tot  TO  ^t'lKOf         fy/«|0y  itfit^kH'  Twi        if  tbT  90f/yot^ 

xir  m^if  tixiufjtitf,  fjuiru      r«firr«  ''ArS-fiwr^  &C. 

Ircn.  1.  ^.  c.  1  !•  p.  191. 

^  'O  T  «T<»ir'7&y  Aoy^,  o  nM^i[Bf.(^  iwi  tSw  Xff«C/»»  ^ 

9Vfix^      jr«r7tt,    Ircn.  p.  190 

'Axtf  rev  toLT^  iyifi0Ointaii»  mirii  %eu  X^hifyf  ytftotf. 

Illam  quz  eft  a  ParrCt  principalcm*  &  cfHcabtlem,  &  gloriofam 
pCfierationcm  ejus  cnarrar,  Hiccns  fic.  In  frhidpio  erst  Verhum,  CT 
Vtrhum  eras  apud  Deum.  ^  Deus  erat  Ver burnt  Et  fimnis  per  tp/nm 
fa£ln  funt,      fi^^  ip/o  f^clum  efi  mhiU   Iren.  p.  191. 

'  ■  '  ■  ^  ■■  ■    ■  ■  •  '     .  Thif/^f, 
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Things,  who  Jitteth  upon  the  Cherubims  and 
containeth  all  Things,  who  is  the  Son  of  God* 
and  God.  This  lliows  what  is  meant  by  the  to 
^iixlv  ^  eVJo^o^and,  at  the  fame  time,  fliows  that, 
according  to  Irenaus,  the  Aoy@*,  who  is  God, 
then  a(3:ed  in  his  own  proper  Chara(fler,  and 
not  in  the  Terfbn  of  the  Father  ooly,  which 
the  Dodor  would  infer  from  this  Paflage. 
For  it  mud  be  obferved  that  the  Son  was  ®iU 
(^jfoh.  I.I.)  before  the  Time  that  He  is  fuppofed 
by  the  Dr.  to  have  aded  h  fio^(p^  ©eoS,  as  God's 
reprefentative :  and  it  is  of  that  Antecedent 
Charader/r^»if//jfpeaks,as  is  plain  from  his  re- 
ferring to  J  oh,  I.  I. 

Pag.  II (alias  106,)  He  cites  a  place  of3^«- 
Jlin  Martyr,  where  He  renders  the  Words,  which 
you  fee  in  the  *  Margin,  thus.  **  It  was  not  God 
**  the  Creator  of  the  Univerfe,  which  then  (aid  to 
•*  Mofes,  that  He  was  the  God  Abraham, 
•*  and  the  God  of  Ifaac,  and  the  God  of  Jacob. 
An  uncautious  Reader  might  imagine  from  this 
PafTage,  put  into  this  View,  that  the  Son  is  not 
Cod  abfolutely,  nor  Creator  of  the  Univerfe, 
according  to  Juftin.  But  the  meaning  is,  that 
That  divine  Perlbn,  who  called  Himfelf  God, 
and  was  God,  was  not  the  Perfon  of  the  Father 
(whole  ordinary  Characiicr  is  that  of  Maker  of 
all  Things)hut  another  divine  Perfon,  vi^;.  God 
the  Son.  The  unlearned  Reader  fhould  be  told, 

*  OuX  •  T  ij<»f9  tfUl  ©i«5  0  tJ  MvnT  iivvf  atorev  iTf:<f  Btc9 

'AC^ttkfA,y  9g  ^ftfy  'l0Mie,  ©lay  *J«»4^.  Juftin.  Mart.  DlaU  180. 
Jcbb. 

F  f  4  that 
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that  what  is  here  (aid  by  Juftin,  was  in  difputc 
with  dijew,  who  would  not  acknowledge  more 
divine  Perfons  than  One.  It  was  Jujlin's  Bufi- 
Dcft  to  fhow,  that  there  was  a  divine  Peribn, 
one  who  was  God  of  Abraham^  Ifaac^  and  Ja- 
cob, and  was  not  the  F^i/A^r;  and  therefore  there 
were  two  divine  Perfons.  The  learned  Dodpr, 
npoti  his  Principles,  could  not,  in  that  way  have 
confuted  the^^ic;;  fo  far  as  I  apprehend  of  Ju- 
fiin\  Argument :  For  the  Jew  might  reply  that 
it  was  an  Aogel  fpcakingi»  theTerJbn  ofGod\ 
and  that  therefore  the  Father  only  was  God 
notwithllanding.  But  Jujiin  infifts  upon  it,  that 
there  was  another  Perfon,  befides  the  Father, 
who  was  really  God  of  Abraham,  &c.  If  this 
is  to  be  taken  for  a  Conccjjion^  it  may  be  eafily 
fcen  on  what  Side  it  is. 

Pag.  1 1 6.  {alias  ic8.)  TheDodor  does  not  do 
Juflice  to  Hilary,  Inflead  of  called  Lord  and 
God,  which  is  diminutive,  it  fliould  have  bceo, 
declared  to  be  Lord  and  God:  But  this  may  ap- 
pear flight.  Such  another  flight  inaccuracy  ap- 
|)ears  in  his  affeding  to  tranflate  God  his  Father, 
mflcad  of  God  the  Father  (p.  104.  179.)  which 
however  Ihows  too  much  leaning  to  a  Caufe ;  and 
jiclps  to  convey  a  falfc  Idea  to  the^'^^/iy^Readers. 

Pag. 2 5- 1,  {alias z I ^.^  He  has  a  long  Citation 
from  Novatian-y  in  which  all  proceeds  fo  ft  it 
and  plaufible,  that  a  Reader,  already  poffefsy 
With  thepoiSor's  Scheme,  and  carrying  it  in  his 
flc^dj  may  think  that  every  Thing  fails  in  natu- 
.j-allywith  it.  Biit,s^t  icpgjtb>  tljePodor  comes  to 
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*  fome  crols  Words,  and  fqch  as,  if  fiiffcrcd  to 
appear,  would  have  made  the  Reader  conftrue  all 
backwards,  and  have  given  quite  another  Light 
to  all  that  goes  before  or  after.   Here  He  flops 
ihort,  breaks  off  in  the  middle  of  a  Sentence, 
pafles  over  the  offenfive  Words,  draws  a  Line^ 
skips  to  the  next  Sentence,  and  goes  gravely  on 
to  amufc  his  Reader,    A  Writer  is  not  to  be 
blamed,  in  fbme  Cafes,  for  taking  what  is  to  his 
purpofe,  and  omitting  the  refl:  But,  as  the  Cafe 
IS  here,  the  beft  aqd,  indeed,  only  Light  to  di- 
red:  the  Reader  to  the  trqe  meaning  of  what  is 
cited,  is  left  out.    The  word  divinity,  for 
inftance  (which  occurrs  twice  in  that  Paflfage) 
an  Englijh  Reader  will  be  apt  to  take  in  the 
Podor's  Senle ;  and  indeed  can  hardly  do  other* 
wife:  But  had  the  whole  appeared.  He  couM 
not  but  fee  how  much  the  Dodor  is  miftaken. 
I  muft  oblerve  to  you,  that      336,  337.)  the 
Dodor  deals  with  Novatian,  and  this  very 
Paflage,  almofl  in  the  fame  manner,  again: 
Excepting  that  growing  a  little  bolder,  He  takes 
more  freedom  in  his  Tranflation.    Mind  the 
Words      337.)  By  the  Son  in  f  acknowledg- 
ment returned;  and  compare,  per  Subftantist 
Cqmmunionem,  a  little  before.  Novatian,  in  this 

^  Unus  Dcus  oftenditur  Verus  8c  iEternus  Patfr,  a  quo  Solo  Hacc 
vis  pivinitatis  emifTa,  etiam  in  Filium  tradita  (j^  dindM  rurfum  per 
SMSfianiid  Commun'tonem  did  Patrtm  revdvltur,  Deus  quidem  ofleiN 
ditur  Filius  cui  Diviniras  tradica  &  porre^a  confpicitury  &  tai&cn 
niliilominus  i^nua  Deus  Parcr  probacur.   SovMt.  c. 

f  The  Latin  liyreeiproco  mestu  ilia  majeftas  atque  divinitas 
Patrem  qui  dederat  earn  rurfuiq      iHo  ifCo  f iliQ  mifla  rcvertiCMr 
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place,  had  no  thought  oi Acknowledgments,  not 
any  thing  hke  it :  But  was  intent  upon  quire 
another  Thing ;  explaining  and  illudrating,  as 
well  as  He  was  able,  the  Union  and  Commu- 
nion oS  Suhjiance  in  Father  and  Son;  and  fhow- 
iDg  how  all  recurs  to  one  Head  and  Fountain: 
On  which  account  the  Father  might  be  reafbo- 
ablv  (liled  the  one  God,  in  as  much  as  the  Son 
is  to  intimately  one  with  Him,  as  to  be  reckoned, 
in  a  manner,  to  Him,  and  not  another  God  from 
Him.  It  is  all  but  one  ^ivinity^  or  divine 
Subftance^  of  the  Father  in  Both. 

Pag.  25:4.  We  may  obferve  another  Turn,  by 
way  of  Tranflation.  The  *  Greek  you  may  fee 
in  the  Margin,  which  the  Dodor  renders  thus: 
That  Jeliis  Chrift,  our  Lord  and  God  incar- 
nate,  is  not  the  Father,  nor,  as  the  Sakel- 
*•  Hans  would  have  it  (that  lame  Perlbn  who 
is  ftiled)  the  only  God;  This  the  HolyScri- 
pturcs  every  where  Teftify.   The  literal  and 
plain  Tranflation  is  thus :  That  Jefus  Chriji, 
cur  Lord  and  God  incarnate,  is  not  the  Fa- 
ther, nor  {in  the  Sabellian  Senfe)  the  only 
God,  the  Holy  Scriptures  every  whereTeftif). 
This  meaning,  you  fee,  is  clear,  plain,  and  ealy, 
without  the  Do(3^or*s  Embaralineuts ;  and  is 
undoubtedly  the  true  Senfe  of  the  Author.  But 
fuch  a  hint  as  this  might  have  made  an  unlucky 
dilcovery  to  the  Reader ;  Namely,  that  a  Man 

5t'Af  Atlian.  Cootr*  Sabell.  ^ .  47* 

may 
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may  belie vo  the  Son  to  be  the  only  God^  with* 
out  being  a  Sahellian. 

In  the  lame  Page,  The  DoAor  has  another 
Quotation  from  Athanafius  (if  that  Treatifc 
be  his)  which,  had  He  gone  on  but  a  few  Words 
farther,  would  have  appeared  Contradidory 
to  the   purpofe  for  which  it  was  brought, 

*  There  is  but  one  God,  becaule  one  Father; 

but  the  Son  alfo  is  God,  having  a  famene& 

with  the  Father,  as  a  Son ;  not  that  He  is  the 

Father  Himfclf ;  but  in  Nature  united  with  the 
*•  Father;  two  indeed  in  Number,  but  one  in- 

tireEflence.  This  is  the  whole  Sentence  lite- 
rally tranflated ;  and  the  Senfe  of  it  is  clear.  The 
cuttiog  it  into  halves,  only  to  reprelcnt  one 
part  under  another  View,  is  not  giving  the 
Senfe  of  a  Writer,  but  making  one  for  Him. 

P.  2^5-.  {alias  XXI,)  The  Dodor  cites  ano- 
ther Paflage  ixom  Athanafius  \  and  by  the  Turn 
He  gives  it,  ftifles  the  true  Senfe  of  the  Author. 
*'  f  The  word  has  no  other  fort  of  Divinity, 
**  but  that  which  He  derives  from  the  only 

God,  as  being  begotten  of  Him. 
The  true  Conftrudlion  is  This : 

The  Word  has  no  other  kind  of  Divinity ,  but 
•*  that  of  the  only  God;  becaufe  He  is  begot* 

ten  of  Him.  The  plain  meaning  is,  that  the 

«^  T«riM»'  one  mr\^  if  i  Totriip,  «AA'  «r*>/MrtjK^  T  mtri^ 

r»f  ^yri'  M  fAiP  it^iSfifJ,  fMtt  ^  avre^  waix  rtXtU,  Achaa.  Contr. 
Sabell.  p.  41. 

-|*  MUf  ttJkfif if,  nif  n  hii»ntfy$9  A^yoy  ^i^^fjun  In^lf 

ii>»  T^j/mf  ix,**f  d'MTiiTVf,  S  y  f^ifu  0iif,  2^  r0  t{  «»r«f  xi^mun^, 
Atbaa.  Cqntr.  Ariaa.  Orat.     p.       £d.  Bencrd. 
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Godhead  of  Father  and  Son  is  all  one :  Dired- 
hf  contrary  to  what  theDodor  cites  thcPaflagc 
fox.  After  I  had  wrote  this,  I  found  that  the 
Dodor  Hitnfelf  (/.  317.  alias  xSy.)  had  traof- 
kted  the  Sentence  in  the  very  fame  Words  that 
I  have  done ;  excepting  his  putting  derived  (in* 
ftcad  of  begotten)  which  might  convey  a  low 
Idea  to  his  Reader.  But,  not  content  with 
that,  for  fear  a  fagacious  Reader  ihould  chance 
to  difcovcr  the  true  Senle  of  the  Author.  He 
inferts  a  Note  upon,  ^iyinitji;  interpreting  it 
{divine  Tower)  in  Contradidion  to  the  Au- 
thorns  known  ordinary  Senfe  of  ^e^Tif^,  as  well 
ts  to  the  Context. 

F.  25-6.  {aliasxii  ) FJe  cites* C?r^^^r^  Nazi- 
Mzen^  and  tranflates  Him  thus  :  *•  There  is 
*^  but  one  God ;  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Ghoft 
being  referred  to  the  one  Caufe.  But  then  He 
adds  a  Note,  which  confounds  all:  Namely,  fajs 
He,  as  b£ing  divine  Terfbns  by  whom  the  one 
Cod^  or  one  Caufe  and  Original  of  allThinis, 
made  and  governs  the  World.    Right;  ifWc 
are  to  teach  the  Fathers  how  to  (peak:  But 
what  {li^^Gregory  Nazianzen^.Xi  is  this:  •*Wq 
may,  as  I  conceive,  preferve  {the  ^oifrine 
of)  one  God,  by  referring  both  the  Son  and 
Holy  Ghoft  to  one  Caule,  without  Compo- 
fftion,  or  Confufion ;  and  by  aflTerting  (as  I 
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may  iay)  one  and  the  fame  Movement,  and 
Will  of  the  Godhead,  together  with  Samenels 
of  EfTence.  Here  is  not  a  Syllable  about  the 
one  God's  governing  the  World  by  his  Son  and 
his  Spirit;  which,  tho'  a  true  Notion,  is  not 
fiifficient  to  account  for  the  ^nlty ;  nor  is  it 
Gregorys  Account  of  it,  as  the  Reader  muflt 
have  imagined  from  the  Doctor's  Comment. 

V.^xi.  (alias The  learned  Dodor  bj 
wrong  Pointing,  and  Miftranflating,  perverts  a 
Paflage  of  Jujiin  Martyr.  But  I  have  explained 
and  vindicated  the  true  Senfe  of  it  ♦  elfewhere. 

P.  sz^.  (alias i^i.)  He  produces  an  excellent 
Paflage  of  Irenaus  ^  and  tranflates  it  juftly. 
But  fearing  it  might  (bund  too  high,  He  fuD- 
joins  a  lefkning  Note,  to  draw  off  the  Reader's 
Thoughts.  This  Paflage  (fays  He)  is  parallel 
to  Thofe  wherein  He  calls  the  Son  and  Spirit 
*•  the  Hands  of  the  Father,  namely,  executing 
his  fVill  as  perfeSily,  as  a  Man's  own  Hands 
perform  the  Will  of  the  Man.  But  why  may 
it  not  be  rather  parallel  to  thofe  Pafl^iges 
wherein  the  Author  lays,  the  Son  and  Holy 
Spirit  are  (in  a  qualified  Senfe)  the  very  Self 
of  the  Father  ?  They  are  here  called  his  own 
Of  fering,  and  his  own  Figure^  and  all  the 
Angels  are  (aid  to  ferve  and  do  oheyfance  to 
Them.  Does  not  this  found  fomething  higher 
than  executing  the  Father's  Will,  however  fer^ 
fedily  ?  Or,  than  the  low  Metaphor  about  a 
Man^  and  his  Hands,  as  the  Dod:or  repreient$ 

Qu.  8.  p.  131. 

it? 
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it?  True,  Iren£us,  and  many  other  of  the  Fa- 
thers^ ufe  that  Expredioo.  which  They  took 
from  Scripture ;  but  They  anderftood  a  great 
deal  more  by  it ;  The  (amc  as  by  *  <i»>f ct^u^,  or 
virtus,  the  mighty  Tower  of  God,  and  God 
Himfelf 

In  the  fame  Page,  He  cites  another  excellent 
Paflage  of  f  Iren^us;  and  I  am  glad  to  have 
this  Opportunity  of  fetting  before  the  Reader, 
in  its  true  Light,  fo  illuftrious  a  Teftimony  of 
a  Cthetemal  and  Co-ejfential  Trinity.  The 
/fV^^/ Tranflation  of  theGr^^^  may  run  thus: 
Man  being  created  and  faJhiotCd^  is  madt 
after  the  Image  and  Likenefs  of  the  uncreaU 
ed  God :  The  Father  dejigning  and  giving 
out  Orders;  the  Son  executing  and  creating; 
**  the  Holy  Ghoft  fupplying  Nutriment  and 
Incrca/e.   Here  you'I  obfcrve,  that  the  joint 
Operations  of  the  three  divine  Perfons,  con- 
curring in  the  Creation  of  Man,  are  iet  forth 
in  fuch  a  Manner,  as  to  intimate  both  the  di- 
ftinca  Perfonaiiry,  and  Unity  of  Eflence.  That 
Iren^eus  luppofed  the  three  Perfons  to  be  the 
one  iymijTo^  ©eJ^,  or  eternal  God^  here  fpoken 
of,  may  appear;   i.  From  his  introducing  the 
three  Perfons  immediately  after,  as  Explanatory 

•  Vid.  Tcrtull.  Contr.  Hcrinog.  c.  4f.  Eufcb  in  Pfalm.  p. 
701,711.  Athaoaf.  p.  214.880.  Ed.  CieDcd.  Hieron.  Tom*  4, 
p,  49.  Ed.  Bencd.    Balil.  Contr.  Eunom.  U  5.  p.  1 1 1. 

Irco.  1.  4.  0  38.  p»  i8f . 

of 
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of  it  *•  2.  From  ^  his  underftanding  Gen.  i.i5. 
of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghoft,  Let  Us 
make,  and  alfo,  after  Our  Image,  (b  that  the 
Image  of  any  one  is  the  Image  of  ail.  3.  From 
Irenaus^s  other  known  Principles;  his  aflcrt- 
ing  the  Son  to  be  infeStus,  or  kyim^TDs  j 
created)  and  fiippofing  the  Son  and  H.  Ghoft, 
to  be  the  Self  of  the  Father ;  and  /peaking  of 
Father  and  Son  together,  as  one  God.  4.  From 
feveral  Hints,  in  the  fame  Chapter,  all  confirm- 
ing this  Senfe.  One  Chara<9:er  of  the  iyg»niTo^t 
there  given,  is  rihuosi  The  fame  Chara(Jler  is# 
in  the  fame  Chapter,  ^  applied  to  the  Son,  in 
the  fame  Senfe.  All  Things,  but  the  kytnfiwst 
are  (aid  to  be  in  ^  SubJeSfion :  among  which 
Things,  Irenaus  can  never  be  fuppofed  to  in- 
clude the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit.  And  farther, 
every  thing  that  is  not,  iyeVijTo^,  comes  fhort 
of  Perfection,  according  to  ^  Irenaus^  who,  at 
the  fame  time,  aflerts  the  Perfcdion  of  the  Son, 
as  before  faid.  Thefe  Things  confidcry,  the 
meaning  of  Irenaus,  in  this  Paflage,  appears  to 
be,  that  the  three  divine  Perfons  are  one  eternal, 
or  uncreated  God,  as  alfo  one  Creator.  How 
then  came  the  Dodlor  to  cite  foch  a  Paflagc, 

a  Campdri  a  Pajfage  of  Hippolytus  cited  dSove,  p.  ii. 

b  Manus  Dei  ad  quas  pacer  loquens,  dicic»  Faciamus  Homintm 
ImMgintm  ^ Simibtud'mem  Nostram.   Iren.  L  5.  c.  1.  p-i^j- 

Idem  ipfe  qui  ab  initio  plafmavic  Adam*  cum  quo  &  loquebatur 
Pater:  Faciamus  Homintm  fecundum  Jmaginem  ^  SimiUtmdintm 
Nostram.  1.  j-.  c.  15-.  p.  312*  Vid.  &  I.  4.  c.  10.  p.  afj. 

c  Lib.  2.  c.  30.  p.  163. 

d  rov  ©lotf  TrAfia^  ttf,  p.  184. 

which 
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wliich  threatens  nothing  but  Raine  and  Deftra- 
€t\on  to  his  Principles?  The  Cafe  is  this:  The 
learned  Dodor,  by  a  ftrange  over-fight,  read 
Tw  0e5>  inftcad  of  t5  flaTgos,  tho'  Both  the 
Gr^^i^and  the  old  La(m  agree  in  this  lad  Read- 
ing. This  Alteration,  in  the  Text,  fpoils  all 
the  Elegance,  and  alters  the  whole  Turn  of  the 
Sentence:  Befides  this,  the  Do<5^or  tranflates 
ayfyy>fT8.  unbegotten,  inftead  of  unmade  \  not 
obferving  the  Antithejis^  between  ymyftli  '^Ku 
JpcsTcos.  and  ^ym^irB  ©e^,  nor  attending  to,  /«- 
feifi  !D^/,  in  the  old  Tranflation ;  which  might 
have  fet  Him  right.  Thus  £u:  I  have  gone  on 
with  fome  of  the  Doctor's  Quotations ;  but  give 
me  leave  to  (lep  back  for  a  lew  more,  which  I 
have  overlooked. 

P.  308.  (alias  1-76.')  The  learned  Dodlor  pro- 
duces a  PafTagc  of  *  Bajil,  which  He  renders 
thus;  very  furprizingly.       Wc  affirm  that  ac- 
cording  to  the  natural  Order  of  Caufes  and 
Effects,  the  Father  muft  have  the  pre-emi- 
nence  before  the  Son.    Whoever  heard  be- 
fore, from  any  Catholick,  that  the  Son  was  an 
^jf^^  of  the  Father?  Could  5^// (ay  this?  If 
the  DoiSlor  would  but  have  fuffer'd  the  very 
next  immediate  Words,  which  make  part  of  the 
Sentence,  to  appear.  They  would  have  unde- 
ceived his  Reader.  The  htcrai  CondruiS^ion  of 
the  whole  Sentence  is  this :  *  •  We  do  indeed  allow, 

«2£r77,<fJ^  xmm  rw  ri  ^^ofu  Baiil  CoQtr*Eun.  1.  i«  p.)i. 

chat, 
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that,  in  rcfpcd  of  the  natural  Order  of 
QEmanative)Czuks  and  Things  iiTuing  from 
them,  the  Father  is  Trior  in  Order  to  the 
*•  Son:  But  as  to  any  Difference  in  Nature^  ot 
Priority  of  Time,  we  allow  no  fuch  Thing. 
Bajil  had  juft  before  *  explained  what  He  meant 
by  the  Father's  being  Trior  in  order  of  Cau- 
fality,  by  the  Inftance  of  Fire^  and  Light 
dreaming  from  it. 

Pag.  3 1 7,  (alias The  Dodor  has  ano- 
ther Citation  from  t  Bafl,  which  He  renders 
thus:     Therefore  our  Lord  faiths  a/l mine  are 
thine^  as  referring  to  the  Father,  the  original 
Cauie  of  all  Things:  And  thine  are  mine 
as  figniiying  that  from  the  Father  was  derived 
•*  to  Him  the  Power  of  producing  Things.  Th6 
trae  Rendring  is  thus,  very  near  the  Letter. 
Therefore  our  Lord  faith,  all  mine  are 
thine,  in  as  much  as  the  Original  of  the 
Creatures  is  referred  up  to  the  Father:  And 
"  thine  are  mine,  in  as  much  as  the  Power  o( 
•*  Creating  defcends  from  Him,  to  the  Son. 
That  is,  with  his  Ejfence,  as  Bafil  explains 
it  a  little  after.    The  Dodor,  I  prefume.  did 
not  care  that  his  Reader  fhould  know,  how 
clearly  Bafil  diflinguifhes  the  Son  from  the 

r«  ^  «vr0M    Ibid*  p*  3^. 

f  Ami  rvTv  ^wnf  •  »o^®^,  vi  Ifi^k  iaUm  at        Sfi       mvitt  rSq 

'f  ttt-nm^  Ttm  htih^u^yiSt  xm^xiam.  BafiL  de  Sp.  San^.  c.  8.  p.  161. 
It  ftnm  from  wh^t  foUows,  th^t  rathtr  than  ttorS,  is  thi 
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{^rfuvpy'AfJLX^^  Creatures ;  and  not  only  fo, 
but  ibppoies  the  Creatures  frf  the  Father  to  be 
Creatures  of  ^  S<kn  likewife.  The  Do4^or  in- 
tended iofpefhing  by  all  Things,  in  one  place, 
and  Things  oqly,  in  the  other.  But  ts 
unconcerned  io  it. 

I  may  juft  take  notice,  how'  partionJarly  food 
the  learned  Doctor  is  of  the  Phrafe,  was  frodusei 
(iSVe' p.  175'. 277.  x8 1. 291.)  which  Heutes6<* 
queptly,  without  any  warrant  from  ihQ  Authors 
He  translates;  and  for  no  other  realbn,  that  I 
can  (ee,  but  bccaufe  it  is  apt  to  convey  a  low 
Id«  (the  Idea  of  a  Creature,  tho'  the  DoAor 
does  not  like  the  name)  to  the  Englijh  Reader. 

I  fliall  proceed  no  farther  in  this  Article,  har- 
ing  given  Inftances  enough  to  iliow  that  feine 
Abatements  4pd  Allowances  ihould  be  made  us, 
for  fiich  ConcpJJions^  as  are  really  no  Concef 
fions  in  the  Authors  Themielves.  Upon  the 
whole,  one  might  really  wonder  that  the 
learned  I>o(3:or.,  who  had  fo  wide  a  Field  of 
Antiquity  to  nrige  in,  and  was  only  to 
pick  out  (uch  P^flageSt  as  running  in  general 
Terms,  or  t^kcn  ieparatiely,  might  be  mack 
to  appear  under  fiich  a  View  as  He  intended 
fhould  produce  no  more;  but  be  fbrc'd  eveo 
to  wreft  and  torture  fcveral  of  thofe  He  had 
found,  by  prefacing,  commenting,  and  tranf 
lating,  to  accommodate  Them  at  length  hardly, 
and  after  great  Reludance,  to  his  Purpoic. 
You  will  fay,  perhaps,  that  theDodor  lets  light 
by  the  Fathers,  and  lays  no  ftrefe  upon  Them; 

I  ihall 
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I  lhall  believe  you,  when  He  fairly  gives  them 
up.  At  prclent,  \i  muft  be  thought  that  They 
are  cfteem'd  of  Ibmc  Moment,  when  a  Book  is 
ftuf?cd  WMth  Quotations  out  of  Them,  and  fo 
much  pains  taken  to  make  Them  any  way  fer- 
viceable.  One  that  fets  fo  great  a  value  upon 
the  mcer  apfearance  and  Jhadow  of  Antiquity, 
can  hardly  be  iuppoied  to  flight  the  Thing  it 
felf :  If  the  learned  Dodor  is  lb  well  contented 
with  QonceJJlons  only,  foatch'd,  in  a  manner^ 
and  extorted  from  the  Antients ;  how  would 
He  have  rejoyced  to  have  found  Them  come 
heartily,  readily,  and  throughly  into  his  Scheme, 
as  They  do  into  Ours  ? 

II.  But  fiippofing  all  the  Do<9:br's  Quotations 
from  the  Toft  Nicene,  or  Ante-Nicene  Writers 
had  been  at  leaft  real  and  full  Concejfions  *^  yet 
there  is  fomething  fo  peculiar  in  this  new  way 
of  quoting  Conceffions,  without  taking  notice 
of  what  fliould  come  in  to  explain,  or  ballanee 
Them,  that  we  have  rcafon  to  except  agairift 
it,  as  not  a  fair  way  of  dealing. 

I .  Becaufc,  tho'  the  learned  Do<5tor  docs  give 
notice  in  his  Preface,  that  we  are  not  to  take 
the  Opinion  of  the  Authors,  in  the  whole,  from 
thofe  Quotations  ;  yet  many  may  happen  to 
read  the  Book  without  confideriug,  or  rcmem- 
bring  a  fliort  hint  in  the  Preface ;  and  fo  may 
lay  a  greater  ftrefs  upon  thofc  Authorities  than 
the  Doctor  intended. 

X.  Becaufe  the  Do<Sor  no  where  (in  Scripture- 
^oSirine)  gives  any  Marks  of  Diftin(^icn  for  an 
G  g  ^  ordinary 
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ordinary  Reader  to  underfiand,  where  He  in- 
tended a  Concejfion  only  of  an  Author,  and 
where  his  intire  Opinion;  where  He  agreed 
with  the  DocStor  in  fart  only,  and  where  in 
the  whole.  Inftead  of  this.  He  rarely  lets  his 
Evgltjh  Reader  fee  more  of  any  Paffagc,  than 
may  appear  to  comport  with,  and  favour  his 
own  Hypothefis ;  either  ftriking  out  what  might 
have  dilbovefd  it  to  be  a  Concejfion  in  part,  or 
di/guifmg  it  in  his  Tranflation,  or  explaining  it 
away,  by  his  prefacing  it,  or  commenting  up- 
on it.  Befides,  fince  Authors  have  very  ieldom, 
if  ever,  been  cited  in  this  manner  (by  Men  of 
Character)  in  favour  of  fuch  Principles  as  They 
really  difown'd  and  rejeded  in  the  main ;  Rea- 
ders will  be  apt  to  carry  that  Prefumption  and 
Prejudice  along  with  Them;  and  a  (hort  Ad- 
vertifement  in  the  Preface,  will  not  be  lufficient 
to  prevent  it. 

3.  Another  rcafbn  againft  this  Method  is,  that 
it  gives  a  Handle  to  many  to  boaft  of  the  nu- 
merous Collcdions  of  Dr.  Clarke  againft  the 
Received  Dodrine.  See  (befides  others)  the 
^ijpwafive  from  inquiring  into  the  T>oitrine 
of  the  Trinity  (p.  18.)  where  this  very  ufc  is 
made  of  it.  By  this  means.  Truth  is  darkened, 
Evidences  perplexed,  and  the  common  Readers 
rather  puzzled  and  confounded,  than  let  into 
the  true  State  of  the  Fad ;  fb  far  as  relates  to 
the  Judgment  of  the  Antients. 

4.  It  fhould  be  conHdcr'd  that  the  moral 
Obliquity  and  Turptude  of  mifquoting  or  mif 

repre- 
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repreientiog  Aathors,  confifts  in  this :  That  it 
is  a  means  to  deceive  the  Simple^  ro  (urprize 
the  Unwary  and  Unlearned  (who  mud,  or  will 
receive  Things  upon  Truft)  it  is  taking  Ad- 
vantage of  the  blind  Side  of  Human  Nature,  lay- 
ing a  Snare  for  liich  Readers  (perhaps  Ninety- 
nine  in  a  Hundred)  as  read  not  with  due  Care 
and  Thought.  I  do  not  fee  but  this  very  Me- 
thod of  the  Dodor's  (tho'  He  has  endeavored 
to  leflen  the  Scandal  of  it)  is  big  with  all  this 
Miichief  He  has  indeed  given  notice;  and 
wife  Men  and  Scholars  would  have  been  (ecure 
enough  without  it :  Others  will  not  be  fb,  with 
it :  And  therefore  He  is  ftill  to  take  Advantage 
of  the  Ignorance  of  one,  the  Partiality  of  ano- 
ther, the  Forgetfulnels  of  a  third,  the  Credulity, 
Simplicity,  Haft,  and  Inadvertency  of  as  many 
as  come  unprepared  and  unfumiih'd  to  the  read- 
ing  his  Citations.  The  Thing  it  (elf,  you  may 
perceive,  is  equally  mifchievous,  however  gilded 
over  with  fpecious  Pretences.  And  there's  no 
more  in  it  than  this :  Mifreprefentatian  pra- 
£tis*d,  and  at  the  fame  time,  feemingly  defend- 
ed \  and  (tho'  the  learned  Doifior  does  not  [>cr- 
ceivc  it)  it  is  really  nothing  elfe  but  contriving 
a  way  how  to  reconcile  ( if  polTiblc )  a  good 
Name,  and  an  ///  Thiffg  together. 

5*.  It  might  be  of  ill  Example,  fhould  this 
method  of  citing  Authors  (never  before  ufcd  by 
good  and  great  Men)  grow  into  Vogue.  A 
Romaniji^  for  inftance,  might*  in  this  way,  un- 
dertake to  defend  fome  of  the  Romijb  Tenets. 

Gg  3  It 
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It  would  be  caly  for  Him  ro  make  a  numerous 
Collcdion  of  Tcftimonie*  from  the  Fathers ; 
and  as  much  to  the  purpo(e,  as  the  Dcdor*9 
Colledion  is.    Two  Inconveniences  He  might 
forcfee ;  one  to  his  own  CharaRer^  upon  dif- 
covery;  the  other  ro  his  Cauje^  becaufe  His 
own  Citations  might  be  turned  againft  Him.  To 
obviate  the  former.  He  might  declare  before- 
hand, that    He  did  not  cite  places  out  of  thcfc 
Authors  fo  much  to  Ibow  what  was  theOpi- 
nion  of  the  Writers  themfelves,  as  to  fliow 
how  naturally  Truth  fomedmcs  prevails  by 
**  irs  own  native  Glcarncfs:  And  ro  obviate 
the  latter.  He  might  lay.  He  alledged  the  Tejli- 
fHCfiies  not  as  Troofs,  but  as  lllnftrations  only. 
Thus  the  Writer  might  fccm  to. come  off  prcny 
handlbmiy :  But,  in  the  mean  while,  the  un- 
learned and  unthinking  might  be  led  afide  by 
the  foir  Ihow  of  Authorities;  and  all  the  Re- 
medy left  for  them  is.  Si  Topilus  vult  decipi, 
decipatur.    1  hele  are  my  prefent  Sentiments 
of  the  Nature  and  Tendency  of  this  new  and 
extraordinary  Method  of  Citing;  which,  how- 
ever, I  lhall  be  very  glad  to  alter,  if  I  lee  any 
good  Rcafon  for  it.    To  me  it  fecms  that  it 
ouftht  never  ro  be  pradis'd,  tho'  to  forve  the 
bcft  Caufe  in  the  World. 

III.  After  all,  I  muft  obftrve  to  you,  luppofing 
the  Method  to  have  been  ever  fo  fair,  and  the 
CouceJJians  both  many  and  real.  theDoeflor  has 
ilill  failed  in  his  main  point,  of  making  our  the 
Importance  of  thofe  Concejfms,  ta  the  Caufe  in 

-  Hand 
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NataA  There  lilt  Strcfi  ihould  have  been  Ihid : 
We;cka  not  want  to  know  \vhxOLC6nceffions  y^t 
FatherSi  ihgeneifa],  had'madc}  beii3g  ready  at  any 
Time  ro  make  the  ftmc  Conceffions :  But  Ihow  usi 
the  Gannexidn  between  theft  Concefflony,  ^nA  the 
Do&tots  CdncJbfioH.  This  is  the  P/6int  which 
ihoold  have  been  laboured ;  and  which  required"- 
all  the  Learning  add  A^nitenefs  whicn  the  Do(3:or^ 
is  Mafter  of.  As  thus:  The  Fathers  afferted 
the  Jlrjt  ^erjbn  only  ro  be  unhegotten,  or  un^ 
originate ;  therefore  They  muft  of  Confequence 
naakc  the  Son  no  Aore  than  an  inferior  God^ 
or  no  God.  The  Fathers  fuppofed  the  Son  fiib^ 
ordinate y  as  a  Son ;  therefore  They  muft,  by  ne- 
ccflTary  Confequence,  deny  hxsConJiibJlantiality 
and  Co- eternity.  This  was  the  Conclufion 
which  the  Dddlor  was  to  draw  out  of  thofe 
Premifes;  and  Ihow  to  be  juft  and  true.  Bur, 
inftead  of  this,  He  drops  the  principal  Thing; 
repeats  indeed  rhe  Conceffions^  fuch  as  They 
are,  over  and  over;  and,  by  a  multitude  of 
Words  (not  to  fliow  any  certain  Connexion^ 
but  only  a  verbal  Rejemblance)  Heat  length 
flips  his  Conclufion  into  their  Places.  There  is- 
really  nothing  more,  in  this  Management,  than 
interpreting  ///  what  the  good  Fathers  meant 
Well ;  giving  a  low  Senie  to  Words  and  Phrafes 
which  They  intended  in  a  high  one ;  and  put- 
ting an  Arian  Con(lrudion  upon  Catholick  Ex- 
preflions.  This  is  all  that  the  learned  Doftor 
hath  really  done  by  the  help  of  thole  G?^r^y^ 
fiont.    In  the  fame  way,  a  Man  may  quote  all- 
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the  Conceffions  of  the  Fathers  aboat  a  f  roper 
Sacrifice^  in  favor  of  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Mafs : 
Or  their  ConceJJions  about  a  real  Trefence^  in 
favor  of  a  fubfiantial  Trefence  of  Chrift'sBody 
and  Blood  in  tht  Eucharift.  Only,  if  He  would 
do  it  artfully  and  plaufibly.  He  ihoold  take 
care  to  reft  in  generals  \  and  iupply  what  is 
farther  wanting,  by  Intimations,  and  Inmnendos. 
This  feems  to  have  been  the  very  Method 
which  the  learned  Dodor  has  taken  to  grace, 
and  let  ofT  many  of  his  Trofofitions  i  the 
9.  n,  IX.  17.  34»35f  36-39-  43t  K^-  The 
Conceffions  there  cited  come  not  up  to  the 
points  in.  difpute  betwixt  Us,  being  moftly  fiich 
general  Thii^s  as  may  be  admitted  on  either 
Side  i  and  (ucb  as  would  not  have  been  iufped^r 
cd  to  favor  the  Dodor's  Caufe,  in  Opfojitio:% 
tp  Us,  but  by  appearing  in  the  Dodor's  Book. 
To  make  them  liiit  the  better,  the  Doiflor  has 
form'd  his  Tropofitions^  for  the  moft  part,  in 
general^  or  ambiguous  Terms ;  content  to  Icat* 
ter  Intimations  of  his  Meaning  here,  and  there, 
as  He  faw  proper ;  and  to  truft  the  reft  to  the 
Sagacity.  Ihould  I  fay,  or  Weaknefs  of  his  Rea- 
ders. And  now,  what  is  the  refult  of  this  Me- 
thod of  Citing,  pr  what  does  it  really  prove? 
I  will  tell  you  frankly  and  plainly.  Firft,  It 
proves  that  general  Expreflions  are  capable  of 
peing  put  into  different  Views,  and  may  be 
ttade  to  look  this  way,  or  that  (taken  fcpa- 
ratcly)  by  Men  of  Wit,  Secondly,  It  proves 
f  i^t  when  PC|-(:iopQt  Authorities  (appoi:  be  had. 

Writers 
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Writers  io  a  Caufe  will  be  content  with  Any. 
This  is  all.  Having  feen  what  the  learned  Do- 
€toT*s  Evidence  from  Antiquity  amounts  to ;  I 
ihall  next  attend  to  what  You  have  to  fay  in 
defence  of  Him. 

You  perfift  in  it,  that  the  jinte-Nicene  Fa- 
thers  and  Councils* — ^agreewith  the^oRar 
in  every  Interfretatian  of  Serif ture,  where* 
in  He  difagrees  with  the  School-Notions.  By 
School-Notions  (a  Term  of  Art)  I  am  to  un- 
derftand  the  Cat holick  prevailing  Notions  of  the 
Blefled  Trinity.    And  will  you  pretend  to  fey» 
that  the  jfnte-Nicene  Writers  agree  with  the 
Dodor  in  every  Text  ?  How  (Irangely  you  de- 
ceive your  felf  ?  Do  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers 
interpret  the  firft  of  St.  John,  (b  as  to  make  the 
Father  one  God  fufreme\  the  Word  another 
God^  an  inferior  God  befides  Him?  This  is 
the  Dodor's  real  and  intended  Interpretation  of 
it ;  and  your's  too,  however  carefully  you  dil^ 
guife  it.    Did  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers  inter- 
pret the  Docf^or^s  300  Texts,  or  any  one  of 
Them,  fb  as  to  exclude  the  Son  from  being  one 
God  with       Rather'i  No  certainly:  They 
declare  the  contrary,  and  proclaim  Father  and 
Son  to  be  one  God.    Is  it  podible  that  the 
Ante-Nicene  Writers  (  who  underftood  all  the 
Texts  to  be  confident  with  the  Son's  Confuh- 
Jiantiality  and  Co  eternity,  which  the  Doctor 
cites  in  Oppofition  to  Both)  fhould  interpret 
the  Texts  as  He  does  ?  It  is  too  great  an  Af- 
flQQt  ;q  cprnmoo  Setofei  to  pretend  it.   But  the 

way 
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way  is  this:  When  the  Dodor  prodiices  the 
Texts,  He  cxprcflTcs  but  part  of  his  Sentiments; 
and  io  fuch  general  Words>  as  Catholscks  aod> 
jhrtMs  may  Both  agree  in :  And  la  far  He  and 
his  Authorities  go  on  together.  Afterwards  He 
comes  out  of  generals,  bi'ngiug  the  Wwdsdowo 
t«o  a  particular  reiervcd  meaning,  before  con* 
cealed  (and  which  ih^  Antients  would  have  re- 
je<^cd  with  abhorrence)  and  ftiU»  He  appeals 
to  Antients,  as  agreeing  with  Him  in  bis 
haerpretatious.  Thus,  fbrlnftance;  in  inter- 
pneting  the  Texts  which  fpeak  of  the  F^thtf 
«  the  one  God,  He  finds  fome  of  the  Antienis 
fay,  the  Father  is  AuTD^eo^^ithe  Son  Second  on- 
ly, or  Sukordinate^  God  of  God.  Very  well: 
So  fays  the  Doctor  too :  And  now,  who  can 
make  any  doubt  whether  the  Ancients  agreed 
with  Him  in  his  Interpretations  ?  Bat  oblerve 
the  Sequel :  When  the  learned  Dad:or  comes  ro 
explain  his  own  Meaning  of  Awi^to^^  and  Sulh 
ordinate,  it  appears,  from  many  broad  Hints 
fcatter*d  here  and  there,  to  be  this ;  that  the 
Father  only  is  necejfarily  Exifting  and  ftridly 
^ivme\  The  Son  another  Being,  inferior  in 
kind  (or  what  comes  to  the  fome,  a  Creature) 
diredlly  contrary  to  all  the  Antients.  Thus 
you  fee,  while  the  Doctor  keeps  in  gene- 
rals, and  fpeaks  his  mind  but  by  Halves,  He 


and  We  alfo  do :  But  as  food  as  ever  He  comes 
to  Particulars,  and  difcovers  his  real  and  full 
Scncimcncs,  there  the  Antients  defert  Him ;  as 


and  the  Antients 


>gether;  as  He 


well 
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\rcU  as  He  Us.   But  befides  diis  genej:al  Ao:*. 
fwo;  give  me  leave  to  obferve  chat,  as  to  fe- 
veial  particular  Texjcs*  The  Dodor  has  no  rea* 
fbn  to  pretend  that  ijie  Ante-Nicene  Wiiters, 
io  general,  were  on  hi&Side*  Rev.  i.  8.  is  one 
of  the  Dodor's  Texts,  which  He  interprecs!^ 
of      £!atlieri  ai^d  infifts^much  upon  it,  that' 
the  Anti^ts  applied,  the  Tide  of  'TrovIoxe^Top, 
the  Almighty^  to  the  Father  only.    And  yec 
nothipg  more  cercain  than  that  That  very 
Texjc^  was  underftood,  by  the  A/nfe- Nicene^ 
Writers,  in.  gpneral,  of  Cod  the  Son:  Catbo-^ 
licks  ar\d;  Juretkks  Both  agreed  in  it,  Thcr 
Text  was  urged  agait^ft  the  Catbolicks^  in  the 
Sabellian  Controverly ;  and  was  as  plaufible 
a  Text  as  any  in  the  New  Tefbament,  on  th« 
S^elliauSiAt :  Yet  the  Catholicks  admitted  thad 
it  was.  to  be;  undcrflood  of  God  the  Son ;  apd^ 
readily  allowed*  in  Coofequence  of  that  Texx^ 
that  the  Soo.  was  o^^^qx^to/),  iht  Almighty,  as* 
well  as  the  Father.  S^t^Tertulliim^Hipfalytus^ 
and,  probably,  Origen^  agreeing  in  thi$.:  The 
Do(3:or  has  not  pretended  to  cite  any  Ante-Ni- 
cene,  or  any  Antient  Writer,  who  underftoodthe 
Text  otherwife;  tho'He  makes  a  Ihow  of  hav- 
ing the  Antients  in  general  on  his  (ide,  in  this 
very  particular,  {Script.  Do£ir.  p.  63.)  with- 
out proving  any  thing  more  than  that  the  Fa- 

*  Tcrt.  Contr  Ptjuc.  c.  i  7,  Hippol.  Cootr.  Noct.  c. 6.  p.  l  o .  Grig. 
'A^X'  J»  i-c.a.Vid.  ct.  Athan. p.  1*5-4, (S84.  761.  Ed.Bcncd.Grcg.Na?^ 
Orac.  3  f.  p*  f  7  im  Andreas  Cxfar:  in  loct  Hieron.  in  Zech.  c.  2.  p*  1718. 
Epiph.  V^l.  1.  p*  488.  Thai  ths  Sw  is  'MWitnfim^  might  bf  fhowk 
fr9m  other  Texts.  Pft  24.  10.  1^6.  f.  Zcch.  1.  8.  See  Eufeb.  Dcm. 
e/*  U6.  e.  16.  Juft.  Mart.  DiaL^.  107.  Jeb,  Hieron.  Vol.  3.  p. 
1718.  ^d.  Bencd*  tber 
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fber  was  ordinarily  or  emphatically  (Hied  o 
^tcaTtxpirotfy  which  is  tnie,  bat  nor  pertmcnt; 
nor  is  it  giving  us  the  Sentiments  of  the 
tifMtf,  with  regard  to  this  Text ;  but  his  (ntm. 
Joh.  II,  41.  is  another  noted  Text,  which  the 
Dodor  endeavors  {Script.  T)oHr.  p.  10 1,) 
interpret  in  favour  of  his  own  Hyfothejis ;  and 
makes  a  ihow  of  Authorities,  as  countenancing 
Him  10  ir.   Bur  none  of  his  Authorities  come 

3>  to  his  Point:  So  far  from  it,  that  They  art 
\  againft  Him ;  as  I  have  iufficiently  proved 
under  ^uery  the  Second,  and  clfcwherc.  The 
like  may  be  oblerved  of  the  Authorities  whidi 
He  produces  (p.  114,  115.)  to  confirm  his  In- 
terpretation oiASl.  7.  30,  31,  3x,  And  I  hare, 
^ve,  ihown  you  as  much  of  Job.  10.  30.  and 
other  the  like  Texts;  where  you  pretend  to 
have  (bme  Countenance  from  the  Anticnts,  for 
your  Interpretation.  Infhort;  there  is  not  a  Text 
which  the  Dodtor  can  pretend  to  urge  in  favor 
of  his  main  Dodhine,  and  againft  Oars ;  and  at 
the  fame  time  fhow  that  the  Aotients  agree 
with  Him.  As  fbon  as  ever  you  interpret  any 
Text  diredly  againft  the  Divinity  of  Chrift,  as 
undcrftood  by  I7s  in  the  flricJl  Senfe,  you  go 
off  intirely  from  the  Antients,  and  go  on  by 
your  Selves.    But  enough  of  this. 

In  anfwer  to  the  latter  part  of  the  Query, 
you  obferve  that  the  Realon  why  the  Dodor 
dorh  not  admit  theTeftimonies  of  the  Fathers^ 
as  Troofs^  is  not  becaujb  They  are  againft 
kfrni  S«t  kecaufe^  tbo"  They  are  clear^  for 

Him 
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Hm.  yet,  in  Matters  of  Faitb^  He  allows  of 
no  other  Troof  than  the  infallible  TejUniony 
of  the  Word  of  God. 

One  might  be  willing  to  believe  this  to  have 
been  thereafbn,  why  He  would  not  admit  Them 
^Troofs^  if  there  were  not  another  very  plain 
one,  why  He  could  not ;  could  not  without  in- 
evitableRnine  and  Deftrudion  to  his  whole  Z^^- 
fothejis.  An  Adverfery  need  not  dcfire  any 
fairer  Advantage  of  the  learned  Dodor,  than 
to  have  the  Imie  of  the  Caufe  put  upon  the 
Dodor's  Citations ;  taking  in  no  more  than  is 
abfblutely  neceflary  to  clear  the  Senfe  of  the 
Authors,  in  thofe  very  Paflages.  But  waving 
this,  let  me  ask  you  ferther,  why  the  Tefti- 
monies  of  Fathers  may  not  be  admitted  as 
Proofs,  Inferior  or  Collateral  Proofe  ?  If  I  can 
know  from  Church  Writers,  and  from  Scri- 
fture  too,  what  was  believed  by  the  Church 
6'n  fimdry  Articles) from  the  Beginning;  I  have 
then  two  Proofs  of  the  fame  Thing,  tho*  not 
Both  equally  Strong,  or  equally  Aurhentick. 
The  Proof  from  Church- Writers  is  an  addi- 
tional, inferior  Proof;  but  ftill  a  Troof  it  is, 
probable  at  leafl.  of  fomething,  as  to  Fa^ ;  and 
not  barely  an  Illuflration  of  a  T^ogma,  or  Do- 
€ix\x\z.  Are  we  able  to  frove  what  were  the 
Opinions  of  feveral  Seds  of  Thilojbfhers  from 
the  Books  which  are  extant ;  and  may  we  not 
-alio  prove  what  was  the  Faith  of  Chrijiians,  in 
the  fame  way,  from  the  Books  which  They 
have  left  us?  You  add.  The  Authority  of  the 

Fathefs, 
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Fathers,  could  it  he  f  roved  to  be  unanimous  • 
againft  ^Dr.  Clarke,  ou^  not  to  determim  1 
any  Article  of  Faith.  No;  But  it  is  d  iftroi^  I 
pe/iimprive  Proof,  that  his  Interpretation  of 
Scripture  is  not  riic  true  one :  A  Proof  fo  con- 
fiderable,  that  I  know  not  whether  any  thing 
lefs  than  clear  and  evident  Demooftration  oi^ 
to  over-rule  it.  For,  you  muft  remeniber  that 
Dr.  Clarke,  or  any  Modems,  as  well  asrbt 
Antients,  arc  fallible  Men;  and  have  only 
the  fame  Human  Reafon  to  work  with,  whi(^ 
others  had  Sixteen  Hundred  Years  ago,  in  ao 
Age  of  Miracles,  and  near  to  the  Days  of  Id- 
ipiration.  Moderns,  at  fo  great  a  diftancc  off, 
inay,  at  lead,  as  eafily  miftake^  in  interpreriog 
Scripture,  as  you  fuppofc  the  Anricnt  and  Uni- 
verfel  Church  to  have  done,  in  a  momcntoDS 
Article  of  Faith.  Well  then ;  fuppofing  that 
we  had  been  for  fome  Time  debating  this  very 
Point  of  the  Bleflcd  Trinity,  on  the  Foot  of 
Scripture :  Mens  Wits  are  fo  various,  that  fc-  ' 
vera]  Interpretations  may  be  invented  of  the 
lame  Texts ;  and  perhaps  none  of  them  fo  ma- 
nifeftly  abford,  but  that  They  poflibly  may  be 
true;  nor  fo  manifcftly  right,  but  that  They 
|)offibly  may  be  wrong.  What  can  we  do  bet- 
ter, in  fiich  a  Cafe,  than  appeal  to  thofe  who 
Ifved  neareft  the  Times  of  the  iofpired  Writers? 
Their  Judgment,  their  Decifions,  and  conf^ 
qnent  Praftice,  arc  at  length  the  fafeft  Rule  to 
go  by ;  at  lead  till  you  can  Ihow  us  a  better. 
Scripture,  you*l  fay,  is  thei?^/^;  and  fo  fay  I. 
'  •  Yoa 
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Vou  bring  your  Scripture- Proofs ;  and  I  pro* 
duce  Mine.    You  have  your  Solutions  of  liich 
Difficulties  as  I  prefs  you  with ;  I  have  Solu- 
cloas  too,  and  fuch«  to  be  (ure^  as  I  think 
Soiander,  Better,  and  Juder  than  Yow*s :  You 
lb«nk  the  very  contrary*    Thus  far,  it  is  com- 
iMting  Text  with  Text,  Criticiik  withCridcilm* 
]t«a(on  with  Reaibn  \  and  each  fide  will  think 
his  own  Superior.    Now,  luppofe  I  can  farther 
produce  a  Cloud  of  WitneflTes,  a  numerous  Com- 
pany of  primitive  Saints  and  Martyrs,  confirm- 
*txig  my  Interpretation,  concurring  in  my  Senti- 
ments, and  corroborating  my  Reaibns:  And 
(uppofe  I  find  alio  that  Thoie,  who  took  your 
Side  of  the  Queftien,  were  condonn'd  by  the 
generaUty  as  Hereticks^  and  Corrupters  of  the 
^th  of  Chrift;   this  will  add  fuch  Weight, 
Streogthi  and  Force  to  my  Pretenfions,  that 
impaitial  Men  will  feon  perceive,  which  is  the 
mofl:  probable,  which  the  iafcr  fide,  and  which 
it  behoves  them  to  cleave  to.  This  is  (b  agree- 
able to  the  common  Senfe  and  Reafbn  of  Man- 
kind ;  and  the  Advantage  of  having  Antiquity 
of  one's  fide  is  fb  apparent,  that  Til  venture  to 
iay,  none  ever  talk'd  againfl:  it,  who  did  not 
(utpe(2,  at  lead,  that  Antiquity  was  againfi: 
Them :  And  this  I  take  to  be  one  of  your 
greared  Misfortunes  in  this  Controveriy ;  that 
you  are  fenfible  how  much  it  would  weaken 
your  Cauie  to  give  up  the  Fathers ;  and  yet, 
you  arc  certain,  in  the  refult,  to  weaken  it  as 
Qxuch,  by  pretending  to  keep  Them. 

Query 
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tFhether  it  be  at  all  probahk,  that  the  fri. 
mitive  Church  Jhoulid  miftake  m  fo  material 
a  Toint  as  this  is\  or  that  the  whole 
Stream  ofChriftian  Writers  jhouU  miftake 
in  telling  us  what  the  Senfe  of  the  Church 
was;  and  whether  fuch  a  Cloud  of  Wit- 
nejfes  can  ke  fet  ajide  without  weakening 
the  only  Troof  we  have  of  the  Canon  of 
Scripture,  and  the  Integrity  of  the  Sacred' 
Text! 

IN  Anfwer  hereto,  you  admit  that  the  Tefti- 
mony  of  the  whole  Stream  of  Antiquity  is 
Jufficient  to  determine,  in  jaSt,  what  Faith 
the  Church  hath  always  frofefid  and  declafd 
in  her  fublick  Forms.  I  am  content  to  put 
the  Matter  upon  this  I(7ue;  and  let  the  Point 
be  decided  from  their  Profeffions  in  Baptilm, 
Creeds,  Doxologies,  Hymns,  which  were  pub- 
lick  Forms ;  and  from  publick  Cenfures  pa(s'd 
upon  Hereticks,  which  are  as  clear  Evidence, 
as  the  other,  of  the  Churches  Faith  at  that  Time. 
Only  I  would  not  exclude  Collateral  Proofs; 
fuch  as  the  declared  Sentiments  of  Eminent 
Church- Writers,  the  Interpretations  of  Creeds, 
left  us  by  thole  that  recite  Them;  (luch  as 
Thofe  of  Irenaus,  Tertullian,  and  Others)  and 
Ecclefiaftical  Hiftory,  telling  us,  what  the  Tra- 
dition  of  the  Church  was,  down  to  fuch  a  Time. 

From 
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From  thefe  pat  together,  we  have  very  clear 
and  full  Proof  that  the  Catholick  Church  did 
all  along  profefs  a  Trinity  of  Conjubftantial. 
Cd-eternal  Perlbns,  in  Unity  of  Nature,  Sub- 
ftance  and  Godhead.    This,  the  Incomparable 
Biihop  Bull  has  (ufEciently  fhown,  in  his  7)e^ 
ftnfio  Fidei  Nicena^  Judicium  Ecclejia,  and 
frimitiva  Traditio.    Biihop  Stillingfieet  pur- 
ioed  the  lame  Argument,  with  Variety  of  Learn- 
ii^  in  his  Vindication  of  the  ^o£{rifie  of  the 
Trinity^  Chapter  the  ^tb,  which  He  concludes 
in  thefe  Words:     Taking  the  Senfe  of  thoie 
Articles,  as  the  Chrillian  Church  underftood 
them  from  the  Apollies  Times,  then  we  have 
as  fiill  and  clear  Evidence  of  this  DodrinCt 
as  we  have  that  we  received  the  Serif  tures 
^  from  them.    Dr.  Clarke^s  and  Dr.  fVhitbys 
Pretences,  to  the  contrary,  have  been  fuffici- 
ently  anfwer'd ;  partly  by  the  learned  Gentle* 
man,  who  wrote  the  True  Serif  ture  Do£trine 
Continued^  and  partly  by  thefe  Sheets.  Yoa 
have  little  to  objed:,  but  that  the  Fathers  did 
not  afTert  an  individual  Conjubjtantiality^  in 
your  Senfe;  which  is  true:  And  is  no  more 
than  telling  me,  that  They  were  not  mad; 
when  I  contend  that  They  were  fbbcr. 

But  you  add ;  the  Qucftion  is,  whether,  lup- 
pofing  the  Fathers  had  unanimoufly  declared 
for  our  Notion,  whether  {in  a  j^eflion  not  of 
Fa6l^  like  that  concerning  the  Canon  of  Scri^ 
^fture,  but  of  Judgment  and  Reafoning)  fuch 
a  Tejiimony  would  frove  that  thofe  Scri- 

H  h  jpf«r« 
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ptures  reveal  it ;  or  whether  fuch  an  Inter- 
fretation  of  Scripture would  he  as  infallu 
hie  as  Scripture  it  felf.  But  this  is  no  Quc- 
ftion  at  all  bcwteen  us.  What  wc  pretend  is, 
that  we  have  as  good  Proof  of  the  T>oBrine  of 
the  Church,  as  of  the  Canon  of  Scripture, 
Whether  the  Church,  after  the  Apojlles,  was  as 
infallible  as  the  Apoflles  themfelves,  is  quite 
another  Queftion.  We  think  it  very  unlikely 
that  the  jlpoftolick  Churches  ihould  not  know 
the  mind  of  the  Apoflles ;  or  ihould  iiiddeoly 
vary  from  it,  in  any  Matter  of  Moment.  Wc 
look  upon  it  as  highly  improbable  that  theFaitl] 
of  thoie  Churches  ihould  fo  ibon  run  counter 
CO  any  thing  in  Scripture ;  fmce  They  had  the 
beft  opportunities  of  knowing  what  Scripture 
meant;  were  made  up  of  wife  and  good  Meo, 
Men  who  would  fooner  die  than  commit  aoy 
Error  in  that  kind,  wilfully.  Upon  this,  we 
believe  the  concurring  Judgment  of  Antiquity 
to  be,  tho'  not  infallible,  yet  the  fafeft  Com- 
ment upon  Scripture ;  and  to  have  much  more 
Weight  in  it,  than  there  generally  is  in  Wit  and 
Criticifin;  and  therefore  not  to  be  rejeiSed, 
where  the  Words  of  Scripture  will,  with  any 
propriety,  bear  that  Interpretation.  This  is 
iiifficient  for  us  to  fay,  or  pretend.  We  have 
as  plaufible  Arguments,  to  fpeak  modedly,  from 
Scripture^  as  you  can  pretend  to  have  :  Nay, 
we  think  your  Notions  utterly  irreconcilable 
with  Scripture,  according  to  the  natural,  obvi- 
ous, grammatical  Condrudtion  of  Words.  And 

befides 
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befides  all  this,  we  have,  what  you  want,  the 
concurring  Senfe  of  the  Antients  pJainly  for  us. 
The  Qpeftion  then  is  not,  whether  Scrij^ture 
and  Fathers  be  equally  infallible:  All  the  Fa- 
thers together  are  not  fo  valuable,  or  fo  cre- 
dible, as  any  one  inlpired  Writer.  But  it  is 
plainly  this :  Whether  the  Ancient  Hereticks^ 
or  Catholicks,  as  They  have  been  diftinguilh'd. 
have  been  the  beft  Interpreters  of  difputed 
Texts;  and  whether  we  are  now  to  clofe  in 
with  the  former,  or  the  latter.  You  would 
infinuate  that  you  have  Scripture^  and  we 
Fathers  only :  But  we  infift  upon  it,  that  we 
have  Both ;  as  for  many  other  Realbns,  lb  alfo 
for  this,  becaufe  Both ,  very  probably ,  went 
together:  And  as  you  certainly  want  one;  lb 
it  is  extremely  probable  that  you  have  neither^ 
for  this  very  Reaion,  among  many  others,  be- 
caufe you  have  not  Both.  This  Argumc  it  is 
of  Force  and  Weight ;  and  will  hardly  yield  to 
any  thing  Ihort  oi  ^emonftration\  much  left 
will  it  yield  to  fuch  fort  of  Reafonjings  as  you 
arc  obliged  to  make  ufe  of,  wanting  better,  to 
lupport  your  novel  Opinions. 

The  Sum  of  the  whole  Matter  is  this.  The 
unanimous  Senfe  of  the  Antients,  upon  any 
Controverfial  Point ,  is  of  great  Moment  and 
Importance  towards  fixing  the  Senfe  of  Scri- 
pture, and  preventing  its  being  ill-ufed  by  de- 
fulforious  Wits,  who  love  to  wander  our  of  the 
common  way ;  and  can  never  want  Ibme  co- 
lour for  any  Opinion  almoft  whatever.    We  do 

H  h  X  .  Yssi^ 
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not  appeal  to  the  Antients^  as  if  we  could  not 
maintain  our  Ground,  from  Scripture  and  Rea- 
fon^  againft  all  Oppofers :  This  has  been  done 
over  and  over.  Athanafius^  Hilary,  Bafil,  the 
two  Gregories,  Chryfojiam,  Aujiin.  Cyril,  and 
OthcrSt  undertook  the  Cauie  on  the  Foot  of 
Scripture,  and  were  eafily  iuperior  to  all  the 
Arians.  But  (ince  we  have  an  Advantage,  over 
and  above  Scripture  Evidence,  from  the  con- 
curring Sentiments  of  Antiquity ,  we  think  it 
very  proper  to  take  That  in  alio ;  and  we  fliall 
not  eafily  (ufler  it  to  be  wrefted  from  us. 

U  E  R  Y  XXIX, 

Whether  private  Reafoning,  in  a  matter  above 
our  Comprehenfion,  be  a  fafer  Rule  to  go 
by,  than  the  general  Senfe  and  Judgment 
of  the  primitive  Church,  in  the  firft  300 
Tears  \  or,  fi^ppofing  it  doubtful  what  the 
Senfe  of  the  Church  was  within  that  time, 
whether  what  was  determined  by  a  Council 
of  3po  Bifhops  foon  after,  with  the  great- 
efi  Care  and  deliberation,  and  has  fatisfied 
Men  of  the  greatefi  Senfe,  Tiety  and 
Learning,  all  over  the  Chriftian  fVorld, 
for  1400  Tears  fince,  may  not  fatisfy  wife 
and  good  Men  now  ? 

HERE  you  tell  me,  as  ufual,  when  you 
have  little  clfc  ro  fay,  that  the  Council 
of  Nice  knew  nothing  of  Individual  Confub- 

(bntialiry : 
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(lantialiry :  and  then  you  add,  pleafantly,  that 
you  turn  the  ^ery  againft  the  ^ertft,  and 
lay  claim  to  t%e  Nicene  ConfeJJion.  What? 
Lay  claim  to  a  ConfeJJion  made  in  dired  Oppo- 
fition  to  the  Men  of  your  Principles?  You  lay, 
if  any  Coniubftantiaiity  is  to  be  found  io  that 
Creed,  it  is  the  Specifick^  not  Individual.  And 
what  if  it  were?  Would  that  give  yoa  any 
claim  to  the  Nicene  Confejfion  ?  Are  God  and 
his  Creatures  Conjubjiantial,  of  the  iame  rank, 
fort,  kind,  or  Species  ?  You  are  forc'd  to  have 
recourfe  to  a  Figurative  Senfe,  wbidi  Pre* 
tence  I  have  obviated  above.  You  are  fo  kind 
to  the  ^eriji,  as  to  be  willing  to  Jiiffofe  and 
believe,  that  He  is  not  Ignorant  of  the  true 
and  only  Senfe  of  the  word  oiimtrv^ ;  meaning 
thereby  the  Sfecifick  Senfe.  In  return,  FU  be 
fo  juft  to  you,  as  to  fay,  that  you  underftand 
the  word  very  right :  And  yet  tne  Nicene  Fa- 
thers did  not  teach  a  meerly  Speciiick  Confub- 
fiantiality.  The  word  l/io^linos  exprefles  their 
Senfe;  but  not  their  whole  Senfe,  in  that  Ar- 
ticle. It  exprelTes  an  Equality  of  Nature,  and 
iignifies  that  the  Son  is  as  truly  Equal  in  Na- 
ture to  the  Father,  as  one  Man  is  Equal  to 
another ;  or  any  individual  Equal  to  another  In- 
dividual of  the  fame  Sort  or  Species.  And  this 
was  chiefly  to  be  infifted  on  againft  the  ^ri^^x^ 
who  denied  luch  Equality^  making  the  Son  a 
Creature.  Wherefore  the  true  Rofon,  to  ofe 
Dr.  Cudworth's  Words,  only  mutatis  miftan- 
disp  why  the  Nicene  Fathers  bad  fo  great  a 

Hh3  ftrefs 
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ftrds  upon  the  o/iowiof^  was  not  becaufe  this 
alone  was  iufficient  to  make  Father  and  Son  one 
Cod%  but  becaufe  They  could  not  be  Jo  with' 
out  $t.    *  'OAtowi®**  the  Son  muft  be.  or  He 
could  not  be  God  at  all,  in  the  HxvBt  Senfc; 
and  yet  if  He  was  barely  ofiwaw,  like  as  oae 
Human  Pcrfon  is  to  another,  the  two  would  be 
two  Gods.  And  xYitttiott  t\it  Nicene  Fathers, 
not  content  to  lay  only  that  the  Son  is  liiwcn^ 
infert  likewife,  God  of  God,  Light  of  Light, Be- 
gotten^ &c.  and,  of  the  Subjiance  of  the  Father^ 
and  this  They  are  known  to  have  declared  over 
and  over,  to  be  without  any  divifion:  All 
which  taken  tc^ethcr  expre^es  a  great  deal 
more  than  %yLwav^^  would  do  alone ;  and  are,  as 
it  were,  fo  many  qualifying  Claufcs,  on  purpole 
to  prevent  any  fuch  Miiconftrudion  and  Mif- 
apprehenHon,  as  the  word  might  otherwife  be 
liable  to.    The  good  Fathers,  like  wiie  Meo, 
jit  once  maintained  the  Equality  of  Nature, 

*  Hi  TreSt  quia  XJnms  SmifiMuU  fuot,  Unum  Canti  5c  Summe 
tinuzn  /lint*  ubi  nulla  Naturarum*  nulla  eft  dtvcriitas  Voluntatum* 
Si  autem  NMtMrM  Unum  eilcnt.  £c  Confcnfiohe  non  cflcnr,  noa 
SummM  unum  eflemt :  Si  vera  I^MturM  diffMrts  client*  unuoi  ooo 
dTent*  Hi  ergo  Tres,  qui  Unum  funt  propter  ineihbilcm  Con- 
jundh'onem  Deitatis,  qua  ineffabiliter  Cdpulancur,  Untu  Dims  eft. 
Aug.  Ctmir.  Mdxim.  1 1.  p. 

Tins  is  very  full  to  010  furfofi',  iuU,  hy  th  wjy,  mMy  )lmp,  b§9 
fsf  St.  Auftin  VMS  frotn  SabeDianirmi  which  farm  hmo  wtMy  fn- 
twniU  to  ebsirg9  Hittt  with.  Bta  thoro  sirt  rmmy  Frngsgts  im  this 
Fsece  sigmnft  Maximin,  one  of  bis  very  Utift  Htffs»  fuU  s^Mimft  Sa- 
bcliianifmt  ds  vmU  sis  rngsunfi  Ariantim.  /  msj  jttft  remsrk,  thsa 
ihtre  is  s  dod  of  difftromt  hitmetn  Unias  Subftantic,  smd  Una  Sub- 
fianria.  Two  Idon  strt  Uoius  ejufdemque  Subftantig;.  m§i  una  Sab- 
(bntia.  fut  thf  threi  Ferfpns  stro  ttot  only  uoius  Si^bllantiz,  Sstt  una 
tHbiUotiif  Xh  Pfmim  Stfffi  if  Confubftantiat  tAet  m  Moth. 
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which  ofioHffm  exprefles,  and  the  Vnify  of  the 
Godhead  too.  Guarding  equally  againft  jiri^ 
anijm,  and  Trithei/m,  They  took  all  prudent  care 
to  prefcrve  the  Co-equaiity  of  the  two  Terfons^ 
without  dividing  the  Subftance^  which  was  whac 
They  intended.  The  learned  Dodlor  *  reprefents 
this  Matter  fomewhat  crudely.  He  oblerves 
upon  the  Words  in  the  Nicene  Creed  (>€nr)f9fr1* 

Tfo^)  that  the  Son  was  not  Himfelf  that  indi* 
vidual Subftance,  ftom  which  He  was  begotten. 
This  He  has  lb  worded,  that  individual  Sub- 
ftance^ with  Him,  can  only  (ignify  individual 
Hypoftafisy  or  Terpen :  And  it  is  very  true* 
chat  the  Son  is  not  that  Ter/dn,  from  whom* 
or,  of  whom.  He  proceeded :  But  the  Subftance 
might  be  undivided,  notwithftanding ;  which 
is  ail  that  any  Catholick  means  by  individual 


was ;  He  was  produced^  not  from  any  other 
Subftance  {as  Man  was  formed  from  the^uft 
of  the  Earth)  but  after  an  ineffable  manner^ 
from  the  Subftance  of  the  Father  only.  Here 
He  leaves  out  the  principal  Thing,  which  the 
Arians  aflerted,  and  which  the  Catholicks 
guarded  againft,  viz.  Not  from  Nothing,  npt 
i$  ohc  irrmv.  If  therefore  the  Son,  according 
to  the  Nicene  Fathers^  was  not  from  any  other 
Subftance,  befides  the  Father's,  nor  from  no- 
thing ;  it  is  very  plain  that  (unlels  They  iiippoled 
a  ^ii;iy^(7«  of  Subftance,  which  They  abiblutely 
reje<2)  They  fuppoied  the  Son  to  be  of  the 


Subftance.    But  their 


*  Reply,  p.  3p 
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tmat  undivided^  ot  imdividudl  Snbiboce  wkh 
the  Father.  As  to  the  Suppofition  of  his  bctig 
produced  from  anv  other  Subftance  (as  Adm 
was  ibrin'd  from  the  Duft  of  the  Eanb  )  tbeie 
was  very  little  occafion  to  guard  againft  it:  The 
Notion  is,  in  it  felf,  too  (illy  for  any  Man  to 
own.  The  Arians  themfelves  (againft  whom 
the  Creed  was  contrived)  never  pretended  it, 
but  ♦exprefly  difown'd  it:  Their  noted  "Tenet 
was,  that  the  Son  was  the  firft  Thing  made. 
The  Nicene-Fatbers  defign'd,  chiefly,  to  guard 
againft  the  Suppofition  of  the  Son's  being  frm 
nothings  which  was  what  the  Arians  infifted 
uponi  They  and  the  Catholicks  equally  be- 
lieving it  ridiculous  to  imagine  any  SubftoMce 
to  have  been  firft  made ;  and  then  the  Son  to 
have  been  made  out  of  it.  Wherefore,  I  hum- 
bly conceive,  the  true  Reafons  why  iht  Nicene 
Fathers  were  fo  very  particular  in  the  Words^ 
rsrmf  «  tS^  Ams  rS  •jrargo^,  were,  f  firft,  to 
fignify  that  They  under ftood  Generation  in  a 
frofer^zad  noi  figurative  Stii{t\  as  the  Arians 
did :  And  lecondly  withal  to  ^  fecure  the  divine 
^nity.  For,  if  the  Son  were,  ab  extra,  and 
independent  of  the  Father  j  r Jie  Alliance^  the 

*  Memorant  Filium  Dei  neque  ex  aliqaa  fubjacente  materia  geni* 
turn  eife,  quia  per  eiim  creara.  omnia  fint.   hilmr,  p.  8|a« 

t  Vid.  Bull  Def.  F.  N.  p.  1 1+,  i  \f.  Ei  ti  U  jfi  iu  f^im^ 
«»i  *if 0(  ytirtoi'^Xix!^*^     uxirvq  ^  U  fii  v^mk  rv  Biu        A tb.  p.  a  i8» 

AftSi  ont  if,  MXXi  i«  ^  mtm  ioUi.  Epmhaiu  p.6io« 

Ou}:'      if)(^  iji^         imrn      tfiK»  if*  jSMp  7*7^^ 
/*i  rji  irtfim-n,  hit^^x^  yinrw.   Athanaf.  Orat.  4.  p.  617. 

0»/S  Oiif  •  *jyeV  y  ^  htwidk.   Oiat.  |.  p«  |. 
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Relation,  the  Vnity  of  the  Peiibos,  in  the  fame 
Godhead,  had  (upon  their  Principles)  been  loft; 
and  7)itbeijm  onaroidable. 

This  may  be  enough  to  fatisfy  you,  that,  what- 
ever  the  word  o/codW  may  commonly  /ignify, 
yet  the  Nicene  Fathers  meant  a  great  d^ 
more  than  a  Sfecifick  Unity ;  if  not  by  that 
word,  fingly  confider*d,  yet  by  that  taken  toge- 
ther with  the  reft,  which  were  put  in  to  explain 
it.  The  word  may  indifferently  fcrvc  to  ex- 
preis  an  Equality  of  Nature^  whether  the  Hy- 
foftafes  be  undivided^  or  whether  They  have 
a  fef  orate  Exiftence.  It  was  therefore  pro- 
perly enough  applied,  in  the  Creed :  And  care 
was  taken  that  both  Generation,  and  Con/ub- 
ftantialtty^  iliould  be  underftood  in  a  Sen(e 
fui table  to  Things  divine  \  that  is,  taking  from 
the  Idea  all  that  is  low,  mean,  and  imperfed ; 
and  applying  only  fb  much  as  might  comport 
with  the  Majefty,  Dignity,  and  Perfedions  of 
the  adorable' and  idcomprehenfible  Trinity. 

You  feem  to  be  apprehenfive,  that  you  muft, 
at  length,  be  obliged  to  give  up  the  Nicene 
Creed,  as  utterly  inconfiftcnt  with  your  Prin- 
ples;  as  indeed  it  is.  And  therefore,  in  the 
neyt  place ;  you  endeavour  to  leffen  the  Credit 
of  it ;  alledging,  that  the  Council  of  Antioch 
before,  and  the  Council  of  Ariminum,  and  other 
Councils,  after  {Jbme  of  Them  with  a  greater 
Number  of  Bijhops  than  met  at  Nice)  deter- 
miffd  ^gMnfl  the  o/aoboiQ*.  The  Objedion 
flrawn  ftoqi  the  Determip^tiop  of  die  pouncil 

of 
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of  Antkcb^  about  Si3cty  Years  before  the 
Council  of  Ntce^  you  find  largely  aDfwer'd  by 
*  Bifhop  Bull.  They  condenm'd  the  word,  as 
it  had  been  mifunderftood  and  mi(applied  bj 
^aul  of  Samofata  -j  but  eftabliih'd  the  vciy 
fame  Dodrine  with  iht  Nicene  Fathers.  I  may 
anfwcr  you  briefly,  upon  your  own  Principles. 
You  lay,  Taul  of  Samofata  was  condenin'd  for 
holding  ojuLwat^,  in  the  Senle  of  individul 
Confubllantiality  ii8.)  which,  if  it  be  trae, 
was  reafbn  good  enough  for  condemning  Him; 
as  you  underftand  Individual^  that  is*  in  i 
Sabellian  Senfe.  The  Remark  of  Hilary^  who 
goes  upon  the  fame  Suppofition  which  yon  do, 
may  here  be  pertinently  f  cited ;  and  may  ier?c 
as  a  fufficient  Anfwer.  It  is  obfervable  that 
Hilary  makes  the  Number  of  Biihops  in  the 
Antiochian  Council  no  more  than  80 ;  Atbi^- 
najius,  but  70;  Eufehius^  an  indefinite  Num- 
ber; very  many.  It  does  not  appear  that  They 
were  near  fb  confiderable  as  the  famous  Comi- 
cil  of  Rice  of  318  Biihops. 

You  next  mention  the  Council  of  y/rim/irMr; 
and  give  a  hint  of  other  Councils.  It  would 
have  been  but  fair  to  have  told  us  what  other 
Councils  you  meant,  which  had,  as  you  fay,  a 
greater  Number  of  Biihops  than  met  at  iV/ff. 

*  Def.  F.  N.  p.  19,  crc«  ^^  Mr.Thirlby.  Anfm.  f  Wki^ 
p.  1 03.   Defence*  p.  96. 

t  Male  tntelligitur  Homounon :  quid  ad  me  bene  inteUiMitem? 
MjIc  HomoufioQ  Samofitenus  Confeflus  eft:  Sed  nuoquid  Melius 
Arii  negaverunc?  Odloginta  Kpifcopi  olim  refpuerunti  fed  Trecead 
k  decern  0^0  nuper  reccpenint.  Aiilur*  di  Sjfttod^  p.  iioo, 

Yoa 
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You  know,  I  prefume,  or  at  leaft  might  know, 
that  yoa  cannot  name  One,  bcddes  the  ConncU 
of  Ariminum  ;  which  I  ihall  Ipeak  to  pre* 
iently. 

In  your  Appendix  (p.  15-4.)  You  lay  theDe- 
cormination  of  the  Council  of  Nice ,  for  the 
ofiAwiou  was  rejeded  by  a  greater  Council  than 
that  of  Nice^  met  at  Jeru/alem.    But  in  thefe 
few  Words,  you  have  twoMiftakes;  or  at  leaft, 
you  have  laid  what  you  cannot  prove.  *  Euje- 
bius's  Words^  which  you  refer  to,  may  mean 
no  more  than  this,  that  the  Council  of  Jeru- 
Jklem  was  the  greateft  He  had  known,  lince 
the  Famous  one  of  Nice.    Your  other  miftake 
is,  that  Tbey  reje£fed  the  determination  of 
the  Council  of  Nice,  6?r.    How  doth  this  ap- 
pear  ?  Did  They  lay  a  word  againft  it  ?  Or  did 
They  make  any  Declaration  againft  either  the 
Council  of  Nice,  or  the  'Ofiosirm  ?  Not  a  Syl- 
lable.   But  f  They  received  jirius  to  Commu- 
nion ;  partly  upon  the  good  Emperor's  Recom- 
mendation, who  believed  Him  to  have  recanted, 
and  to  have  come  in  to  the  :j:  true  Catholick 
Faith,  as  eftablilh'd  at  the  Council  of  Nice^ 

*  De  Vita  Conftant.  I.  4*  0.47.  p.  4/4.   Sh  Valefius^  Notts. 

f  S$t  th0  Hlfiwry  in  Sqcrat.  1.  1.  c.  Sozom.  1.  a.  c*  aj. 
Athanaf.  p.  734* 

%  Arius  fmr%  to  tho  Emperon  eMng  Qod  t§  PFitmfi,  thm  H« 
btUoved  m  Father,  Son,  nnd  Uofy  Qboft,  ms  tho  whole  Catholick 
Church  tamgbt.  Which  the  Emforor  unU  toko  in  no  other  Senfih 
but  us  it  hnd  been  Istefy  deterptin'd  Sf  the  Catholick  Nicene  iMtheru 
See  Sozom.  L  a.  c*  27. 

jind  this  mstf  farther  Mffenr  tf  the  Efnperor*i  putting  Arius  t§ 
she  Teft  Mftermnrds,  to  fee  tehetber  He  renof  mlmewledged  the  Ni' 
ceqe  Wmtk  «r      Im  Sornt*  U  %•  c  jft* 
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Faitb^  which  was  lb  plaafibly  worded,  char^ 
fld^c  eafily  pafs  for  Ortbodox.  tho*^  it  wanted 
die  word  o/iowi^.  Now,  is  it  not  very  iniac> 
comitable  in  yoa  to  call  this  Rcjeditig  the 
Determination  for  the  ofiowmf  when  ft  was 
only  receiving  a  Man,  iuppofed  by  the  jEni- 
feror.  and  perhaps  by  many  of  the  Coinidl, 
CO  have  repented  of  his  Hertfy^  and  to  have 
embraced  every  Thing  that  the  Nicene  Council 
had  determined;  the  very  Senfe  and  Meaning 
of'Ofimcrm  it  felf.  tho*  not  the  Word. 

Pafs  we  on  now  to  the  Council  of  Armt- 
mum^  in  the  Year  35*9.  when  the  Avians  h»i 
the  fecular  Power  on  their  iide,  and  made  vk 
of  it  with  all  imaginable  Severity.  The  whole 
Number  of  Bifhops  in  Council  are  computed 
at  about  ^400,  and  ^not  above  Eighty  of  Than 
Avians.  ^  All  the  Catholicks,  at  firft,  declared 
their  unanimous  Adherence  to  the  Nicene 
Creed ;  and  protefted  againft  any  new  Form  of 
Faith.  AU  manner  of  Artifices,  Frauds,  and 
Menaces  were  contrived  to  bring  Them  and 
the  Avians  to  fomething  like  an  Agreement. 
Yet  the  urmoft  They  could  do,  was  only  to 
bring  the  Catbolicks  to  (iiblcribe  a  «  Comfejfm 
artfolly  worded  in  general  Terms.  And  no 
fooner  did  thtCatbohck  Fathers,  after  their  Re- 
ft Extat.  m  Sozom.  1.  2*  c*  17. 

b  Sulpic*  Se?.  p.  a67.  Arhanaf.  p.7to.7^«  Maximal  lit  Araa 
wmkis  tif  mMi  Numhfr  ^30.  Augu^  Cpllat.  Tom.  8.  p.^j>o. 


e  Que  Catholicam  di(cip)mao)»  vu^xk  |»tcmc>  ioqumcuib 


and  partly 


nam 
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turn  Home,  perceive  bow  They  had  been  im« 
poled  npon  by  ambiguous  Terms,  apd  over* 
jffach'd  by  Craft  and  Subcilty ;  but  They  con- 
feis'd  their  Error,  and  repented  of  it  withTears. 
The  Hiftory  of  the  Council  at  large  is  too  tedi« 
oqs  for  me  to  redte  Here :  It  may  be  ieen  ei* 
ther  in  the  original  Authors,  Athanafius^  Sul- 
fiiclus  Severui,  Hilary^  Socrates^  Sozomen^ 
TAeoiiorif,  and  Jerom ;  or  with  left  Trouble^ 
and  in  lefi  Compafi,  in  Cave*s  Life  of  Atbs^ 
majms,  or  ladly  in  Montfaucon\    When  yoa 
have  well  confider'd  the  Arts  and  Pra<liices  of 
the  Avians,  much  the  finaller  Number,  in  that 
Cdondl,  you  may  perhaps  fee  realbn  to  be 
^ihamed  of  having  mentioned  it,  but  no  reafbn 
fpr  oppofing  it  to  the  celebrated  Nicene  Couii^ 
j^U.  While  the  Council  of  Ariminum  was  free, 
and  left  to  give  their  real  Opinions ;  the^rM^j* 
.were  condemn'd  by  a  great  Majority,  and 
fheir  Trincifals  defofed.    Even,  at  laft,  you 
have  no  Reafbn  to  boad  of  their  unanimous 
Agreement  to  a  new  Faith.    It  was  a  verbal 
Agreement  only,  to  ExprefHons  feemingly  Ca- 
tbolick :  And  probably,  the  Majority  departed 
with  the  fame  high  value  and  opinion  of  the 
Nicene  Faiths   which  They  brought  v^yth 
Them.    Four  Years  after  the  Synod  of  Arimi- 
num, f  Athanajius  reckons  up  particularly  the 

*  Vid.  Ep*  Liber  apud  Socr.  I.  4.  p.  18  J.  Hieron.  Contr.  Lucif. 
Dial.  Sulpic.  Sever. 

f  Athaoaf.  Ep.  ad  Joviao.  pag.  781.  Theod.  E.  H.  L  4.  c.  ^« 
S%ti  Libertos'i  Litttt$  An.  367.  apud  Socrat.  14.  c.  it.  Dtmafas'i 
Lttt.  Sozom.  1.  6.  €•  a). 

Hoc  eft  illud  Homoufi^n,  qaod  io  Concilio  Nicatno  tdverfai  H«re- 

Churches 
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Churches  which  dill  emlmced  the  Nicene¥Mh. 
Thofe  of  Sfain,  Britain.  Gaul,  all  Italy. 
7)almatia.  7)acia.  Myfia.  Macedonia.  Greece, 
Africa.  Sardinia.  Cyprus.  Crete.  Vamfhylia, 
Lycia.  Ifauria.  Egyft.  Libya.  Tentus.  C^- 
fadocia.  aod  the  Churches  of  rhe  Eaft;  ex- 
cepting a  few  that  followed  Arius.  He  calls 
them  the  whole  World,  and  all  the  Churches 
throughout  the  World.  He  declares  that  He 
knows  it,  and  has  their  Letters  by  Him  to 
prove  it.  And  it  is  worth  reciting  what  ac- 
count the  Biihops  of  Egypt  and  LiAya.  and 
among  Them  Athanajius.  give  of  the  extent 
of  the  Nicene  Faith,  about  Ten  Years  after  the 
time  that  you  pretend  there  was  a  general 
Council  againft  it.  Writing  to  the  Biihops  in 
Africa.  They  begin  thus :  fit  is  the  greateft 
*•  Satisladion  to  us  to  have  fcen  what  ^ama* 

Jus  our  Fellow-Minifter,  and  BiAiop  of  the 
•*  great  City  of  Rome,  and  luch  a  Number  of 

Biihops  in  Council  with  Him,  beiides  other 
'*  Synods  in  Gaul  and  Italy,  hath  wrote  in 
*•  Defence  of  the  true  Orthodox  Faith :  That 
•*  Faith,  which  Chrift  delivered,  and  the  Apo- 
•>  ftles  taught,  and  our  Fathers  aflfemblcd  at 

ticos  Arianos,  a  Catholicis  Patribus,  Vcritatis  Audoritatc,  &  Ao- 
Aoriratis  Vcritatc  firmatum  c(l:  quod  poAca  in  Concilio  Arimmtnf 
(propter  novitatcm  verbi.  minus  quam  potuit  inteiledam»  quod 
tarrcn  Fides  Antiqua  repercrat)  mHltis  Faucorum  Traude  decq>tt% 
HjErctica.  Impictas  fub  Hxretico  Impcratorc  labcfad^are  tetitavit. 
Sed  pod  non  iongum  Tempus,  Liberrate  Fidei  Catholicae  prs« 

valcntc,  Homouiion  Catholic*  Fidci  Sanitate  hnge  Uutqu*  dc- 

fcnfum  eft.   Auguft,  Tom.  8.  p.  704. 
f  ApaJ  Athanaf.  p.  891. 

Nice, 
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V  Nke^&ma  out  of  the  whole  Chriftian  World, 
^f  haoded  dowo  to  us.  So  inccnfe  was  their  Zeal 

at  that  Time,  10  r^ard  to  the  Ariam 
«^  fc{y\  that  They  who  had  fallen  into  it,  might 
be  reclaimed;  aod  that  the  Heads  or  Authoi;^ 
of  it  might  have  a  Mar^c  fet  upon  Them. 
•*  To  this  Determination  {of  the  Nicene  Fs- 
thers)  formerly  the  *  whole  Chriftian  World 
coniented:  And  at  this  very  Time,  many 
Councils  have  confirm'd  and  publilh'd  the 
"  lame ;  By  means  of  which  all  They  of  ©^eA 
•*  matia^  ^ardania^  Macedonia^  Eprus^ 
Greece^  Crete,  and  the  other  Iflands,  Sicily^ 
Cyprus  and  Tamfhylia,  Lycia^  Ifauria,  all 
**  i^^y/^t  the  two  Libyas,  and  the  moft  of 
«^  Arabia  have  acknowledged  it.  They  go  on 
to  iet  forth  the  great  Refpecll  and  Veneration 
due  to  the  Decinons  of  the  Nicene  Council ; 
and  ihow  how  far  it  was  preferable,  in  every 
refped:,  to  all  the  Arian  Synods ;  and  particu- 
larly to  the  pretended  general  Council  of  Ari^ 
minum^  x^l^ich  ibme  prelumed,  at  that  Time  of 
Day,  to      againft  it.    The  whole  would  be 
well  wortli  the  Reader's  perufal.  and  thither  I 
refer  you,  for  a  more  particular  Anfwer ;  that 
you  may  learn  hereafter,  not  to  call  every 
Thing  hugely  Rotnantick,  which  may  have 

*  To  tht  fume  furpoft  fttfs  Marius  Vidori'nus,  fptuking  of  tho 

Conditum  juxta  Veterum  Fidcm  (nam  £c  ante  tradbatum)  & 
mulci  Orbis  Epifcopi.  trecenti  quindecim  in  civitate  Nicda,  <]U3m 
per  Totum  Orbem  decretam  Fidem  mittentes,  Epifcoporum  Millia 
in  eadehi  habuerunt,  Tel  illius  Tcmporis,  vel  fequcntium  Annorum. 
/.  3.  Contr.  Aria' 

hap- 
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happeoM  to  efcapc  ydur  Notice  or  Obfervation. 
I  muft  take  leave  to  tell  you,  there  never  was 
a  Synod  on  your  (ide,  (b  free,  (b  laige,  ib,  in 
every  reipcA,  unexceptionable  as  the  Council  of 
Nice  was.  Nay  farther;  that  whatever  Oppofi- 
Cion  was  made  to  it,  was  carried  on  with  fuch 
Wiles,  Crafts,  Subtilties,  and  refined  Artifices, 
us  every  Honeft  Man  would  be  afhamed  of:  And 
farther,  that,  notwithftanding  all  They  could  do, 
the  Arians  were  not  able  long  to  maintain 
their  Ground ;  but  the  Men  who  fuftain'd  the 
Shock,  and  kept  up  the  Credit  of  the  Nicene 
Creed,  were  not  only  the  mod  numerous,  but 
appear  to  have  been  as  wife,  as  judicious,  and 
as  pious  Men,  as  ever  the  Church  was  adorned 
with,  fince  the  Times  of  the  Apoftles. 

I  do  not  pretend  that  there  is  Demonftratioo 
in  this  kiod  of  Reafbningjn  favor  of  any  Caufe. 
But  it  will  have  its  Weight  with  cool  and  con- 
(idering  Men :  Who  refleifling,  that  Religion  is 
not  a  Thing  to  be  coin*d,  and  recoin'd  every 
Month  ;  that  it  has  been  thought  on  long  and 
well,  and  by  PerJons  blefs'd  with  as  good  a  Share 
of  Underflanding,  and  as  great  Sincerity  as  any 
are,  or  have  been ;  and  that  the  generality  of 
the  wifeft  and  mofl:  excellent  Men,  have  hi- 
therto gone  on  in  fuch  a  way,  and  that  too 
after  a  (Iridl:  and  fevere  Examination,  being  well 
apprized  of  the  Objcdlions  made  againft  it ;  I 
fay,  who,  rcfleding  thus,  will  be  very  cautious 
of  Contradiding  what  fecms  to  have  been  fb 
well,  and  fo  deliberately  fettled;  and  will  be 

rather 
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rather  willing  to  fufped:  their  own  Juc^mcnt, 
and  modedly  decline  what  looks  hke  leaning 
Ltoo  much  to  their  own  Underftandings.  Ho\|ir« 
ever*  iiich  Confiderarions  may  be  of  uie  to 
Thole  who,  not  having  Leifure,  Inchnation^ 
Patience  to  examine  throughly  into  this  Coy- 
oroverfy  (as  perhaps  few  have)  muft  be  con* 
tent  to  judge  as  They  can :  And  fince  They 
find  the  fame  Scriptures  fo  very  difTerently  in- 
terpreted by  the  contending  Parries,  till  They 
can  Themfelves  enter  into  the  very  Heart  of 
the  Controverfy,  how  can  They  do  better  thaa 
dole  in  with  Thofe,  who  have  been  in  Poflel^ 
fion  of  this  Fairh  for  fo  ouny  Centuries,  and 
have  had,  in  a  manner,  in  every  Age,  for  ac 
Icaft  Fourteen  Hundred  Years,  I  will  venture 
to  lay,  Sixteen,  the  moil  eminent  Lights  and 
Ornaments  of  the  Chridian  Church,  to  fupporc 
and  defend  it?  This  I  mention  as  the  fafefl: 
way;  and  fuch  as  will  be  taken  by  modefl:, 
humble,  and  dilcreet  Men;  being  what  They 
can  bed  anfwer  to  God  and  their  own  Con«> 
fciences,  even  tho\  at  length,  it  fhould  prove 
Erroneous;  which  yet  has  not  hitherto,  nor 
ever  will  be,  I  am  perfwaded,  made  appear.  As 
for  Thofe  who  chule  to  go  out  of  the  common 
Road,  and  to  run  Counter  to  all  t'jat  haS  hi* 
therco  been  called  and  reputed  Cathollck^  or 
Orthodox  \  let  Them  look  to  it,  and  be  it  at 
their  own  Peril.  They  muft  believe  that  the  An- 
tient  Hereticks  were  the  Soundeft  Chriftians; 
that  the  firft  general  Council  which  met  from  all 

I  i  Parts 
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Parts  of  Chrifiendom^  and  having  no  byafs,  fb 
far  as  appears,  to  determine  Them  this  way  or 
that,  cither  did  not  know  what  was  the  Faith 
of  their  refpeif^ive  Churches,  and  what  had  been 
handed  down  to  them  by  their  Predeceflbrs,  or 
clfe  wilfaUy  and  unaniraoufly  agreed  to  corrupt 
it ;  and  that  too  in  a  very  material  Article,  in 
which  the  (umm  of  theChriftian  Rehgion  is  con- 
tained ;  and  in  which  the  Nature  and  Obje<Jl  of 
our  Worfliip  is  very  nearly  concern  d.  They 
muft  believe  farther  that  the  Churches,  in  ge- 
neral, throughout  the  Chriftian  World,  through 
every  Age  (and  even  fince  the  Reformation,  up- 
on which  Matters  were  ftridly  looked  into,  and 
carefiilly  rc-examin*d)  have  fallen  into  the  fame 
Error ;  and  lb  continue,  even  to  this  Day ;  (bmc 
few  private  Men  only,  here  and  there,  fh  owing 
their  diflike  of  it.  Now,  They  who  pretend 
this,  muft  bring  fbrae  very  ftrong  Proofs  to 
make  good  their  Pretences.  If  They  have  not 
(bmething  very  Weighty  and  Momentous  to 
urge;  (bmething  that  carries  the  Force  and  Evi- 
dence oiT^emonftration  with  it.  They  are  firft 
very  unreafonable  in  calling  us  to  attend  to 
what  fo  little  deferves  it ;  and  next  very  inex- 
cufable  in  their  Attempts  to  draw  others  into 
their  /reftfri(?«x Sentiments,  and  to  raife  Doubts 
and  Perplexities  in  the  Minds  of  fimple  well- 
meaning  Men.   But  I  pafs  on  to. 


Q^UERV 


Q11.XXX.      offome  (QUERIES.  47^ 


Query  XXX. 

Whether,  fuppofing  the  Cafe  doubtful,  it  be 
not  a  wife  MatCs  fart  to  take  the  fafer 
Side  ;  rather  to  think  too  highly,  than  too 
meanly  of  our  Blejfed  Saviour;^  rather  to 
fay  a  modeft  deference  to  the  Judgment  of 
the  Antient  and  Modern  Church,  than  to 
lean  to  one^s  own  Vnderftanding  ? 

UPON  the  Qucftion.  whether  it  be  not 
lafer  and  better  (iuppofing  the  Cafe  doubt^ 
f\i\)  to  think  too  highly,  rather  than  too  mean* 
ly  of  our  BlefTcd  Saviour ;  you  anfwer,  quefli^ 
onlefs  it  is\  which  one  might  think  a  very 
fair  and  ingenuous  Confedion;  and  you  need 
not  have  added  a  word  more.  You  go  on  to 
fay,  that  this  is  our  mofi  flaufible  Pretence ; 
in  which,  I  think,  you  do  it  a  deal  too  much 
Honour.  I  did  but  juil  hint  it;  and  left  ic 
fhould  not  be  of  force  fufficicnt,  immediately 
ftrengrhcn*d  it  with  another  Confideration , 
which  I  am  perfwaded  will  bear,  if  this  Ihould 
not,  and  the  rather,  becaufe  you  have  not 
thought  fit  fo  much  as  to  take  notice  of  it.  I 
muft  however  follow  you,  upon  the  former 
Point,  that  plaufible  Plea,  and  which  is  fo  juft, 
that  you  leem  your  fclf  to  give  into  it.  Yet, 
I  know  not  how,  by  fbme  peculiar  turn  of 
Thought,  you  at  length  come  to  fay,  that  it 
f  roves  as  weak  and  falfe  as  any  other  they 

I  i  X  ever 
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ever  alledge.  If  it  prove  no  weaker^  I  lhall 
be  latisfied.  Let  us  hear  what  you  have  to  fay. 
Your  Argument  is  this :  Since  Revelation  is 
the  only  rule  in  the  Cafe,  if  we  go  beyond,  or 
if  we  fall  fhort^  are  we  not  equally  culfablel 
I  am  very  glad  to  hear  from  you,  that  Reve- 
lation is  the  only  rule  in  the  Caie.  Abide  by 
That,  and  Matters  may  eafily  be  adjufted.  To 
the  Argument  I  anfwcr :  That  you  equivocate 
in  the  word  Equally,  and  make  a  Sofbifiical 
Syllogifm  with  four  Terras ;  Equally  culpable, 
(ignifies,  either  that  one  is  culpable  as  well  as 
the  other,  or  that  one  is  culpable  as  much  ^ 
the  other ;  equally  a  Fault,  or  an  equal  Fault. 
Our  dilpute  is  about  the  latter ,  and  yet  all 
that  you  really  prove  is  only  the  former.  Re- 
velation  undoubtedly  is  the  Rule,  and  to  gd 
beyond  it  is  certainly  culpable,  as  well  as  it  is 
to  fall  fhort  of  it ;  and  yet  not  culpable  ( at 
lead  not  in  this  Inftance)  in  the  fame  Degree. 
Is  there  no  luch  Thing  as  an  Error  on  the  right 
Hand  (as  we  lay)  or  a  Fault  on  the  right  Side  ? 
Of  two  Extremes,  may  it  not  often  happen, 
that  one  is  more  dangerous  than  the  other.? 
This  I  aflert  to  be  the  Cafe  here :  And  I  will 
give  you  my  Reafons  for  it.  Our  BlefTed  Lord 
hath  done  great  and  wonderful  Things  for  us. 
If  our  Refped,  Duty,  and  Gratitude  happen, 
through  our  Ignorance  and  exQeflive  Zeal,  to 
rife  too  high ;  this  is  the  overflowing  of  our 
good-natured  Qualities,  and  may  feem  a  pitiable 
Failing.   But,  on  the  other  Hand,  if  we  hap* 

pen 
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pen  to  fall  fhort  in  our  Regards,  there  is  not 
only  Ingratitude,  but  Blafphemy  in  it.  It  is 
degrading,  and  dethroning  our  Maker,  Prcfer- 
ver,  King,  and  Judge ;  and  bringing  Him  down 
to  a  level  with  his  Creatures. 

Befides ;  we  have  many  exprefs  Caations  gi- 
ven  us  in  Scripture,  not  to  be  wanting  in  our 
Refpe(as  and  Services  towards  God  the  Son; 
but  have  no  particular  Cautions  againft  Honour- 
ing Him  too  much.  We  know  that  we  ought 
to  Honour  Him,  even  as  we  Honour  the  ^tf- 
ther ;  which,  if  it  be  an  ambiguous  Expreflion, 
we  arc  very  excufable  in  taking  it  in  the  bcft 
Senfe,  and  interpreting  on  the  iidc  of  the  Prc- 
•ccpt.  We  know  that  by  diffionouring  the  Son, 
we  do,  at  the  lame  Time,  dillionour  the  Father: 
But  we  are  no  where  told,  that  the  Father  will 
refent  it  as  a  difhonour  done  to  Himfclf,  if  we 
fhould  chance,  out  of  our  fcrupulous  Regards  to 
the  Father  and  Son  Both,  to  pay  the  Son  more 
Honour  than  ftridly  belongs  to  Him.  On  thefet 
and  the  like  Confidcrations  (cfpecially  when 
we  have  lb  many,  and  (b  great  Appearances 
of  Truth,  and  fuch  a  Cloud  of  Authorities  to 
countenance  us  in  it)  the  Error,  if  it  be  one, 
feems  to  be  an  Error  on  the  right  Hand.  Now 
you  (hall  be  heard  again.  Can  any  Man  think 
to  pleafe  the  Son  of  God,  by  giving  that  to 
Him,  which  He  never  claimed  or  could  claim  ? 
Pofitivc  enough.  But  will  you  pleafe  to  re- 
member that  the  Query  fufpfes  the  Cafe 
doubtful  (which  was  abundantly  civil  to  you) 

I  i  3  doubt' 


478     ^DEFENSE  Qu.XXX. 

doubtful  whether  the  Soq  of  God  has  claimed 
it^  or  DO ;  and  the  whole  Argument  runs  upon 
that  Suppofition.  This  therefore  difcovcrs  ei- 
ther fome  want  of  Acumen,  or  great  Marks  of 
Haftc.  You  add:  It  can  be  no  T)etra£iim 
from  the  dignity  of  anyTerfon  {how  great 
foever  that  T>ignity  be)  to  forbear  profejfmg 
Him  to  be  that  which  He  really  is  not.  I 
perceive,  your  Thoughts  arc  ftill  abient;  and 
you  do  not  refle<a,  that  you  are  begging  the 
Queftion,  inftead  of  anfwering  to  the  Point  in 
Hand.  You  are  to  fufpofe  it,  if  you  plcafe, 
doubtful,  who,  or  what,  the  Pcrfon  is.  In 
luch  a  Cafe,  it  may  be  better  to  give  Him  what 
He  does  not  require,  than  to  defraud  Him  of 
what  He  does:  It  is  fafer  and  more  pmdent 
to  run  the  Risk  of  one,  than  of  the  other. 
You  go  on :  It  may  well  become  ferious  and 
fincere  Chriftians  to  confider^  whether  it  is 
not  foj/ible  that  while ^  adventuring  to  be 
wife  beyond  what  is  written,  they  vainly 
think  to  advance  the  Honour  of  the  Son  of 
God,  above  what  He  has  given  them  Ground 
for  in  the  Revelation,  They  may  dijhonour 
the  Father  that  fent  Him,  &c.  I  am  weary 
of  tranlcribing.  Confider,  on  the  other  Hand, 
whether  it  be  not  more  than  pojfible,  that, 
while  others  adventuring  to  be  wife  beyond 
what  is  written  (teaching  us  to  profeft  three 
Cods,  making  the  Creator  of  the  World  a 
(feature,  inventing  new  unfcriptural  Difim- 
dions  of  a  fupreme  and  a  fubordinate  Wor- 
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fhip,  with  many  other  Things  equally  unfcri- 
ftural  and  unwarrantable)  They  vainly  think 
to  bring  down  Myjtertes  to  the  level  of  their 
low  Underftandings,  and  to  fcarch  the  deep 
Things  of  God ;  They  may  not  diihonour  both 
Father  and  Son,  and  run  into  Herefy,  Blaiphe- 
my,  and  what  not ;  and  Sap  the  very  Founda- 
tions of  the  Chriftian  Religion.  You  proceed : 
It  may  become  Them  to  confider  what  They 
will  anfwer  at  the  great  Day,  Jhould  God 
charge  Them  with  not  obferving  that  decla- 
ration of  His^  I  will  not  give  my  Glory  to 
another.  They  may  humbly  make  Anfwer, 
that  They  undcrftood  that  His  Glory  was  not 
to  be  given  to  Creatures ;  and  therefore  They 
had  given  it  to  none  but  his  own  Son,  and  his 
H.  Spirit,  whom  They  believed  not  to  be  Crea- 
tures,  nor  other  Gods ;  and  whom  Himfelf  had 
given  his  Glory  to,  by  commanding  all  Men  to 
be  baptized  in  their  Names,  equally  with  his 
own ;  and  ordering  particularly,  that  all  Men 
Jhould  Honour  the  Son,  even  as  They  Honour 
the  Father.  If  They  happened  to  carry  their 
Refped:  too  high;  yet  it  was  towards  thole 
only,  whom  the  Father  principally  delighteth  to 
Honour;  and  towards  whom  an  ingenuous, 
grateful,  and  well  difpofedMind  can  hardly  ever 
think  He  can  pay  too  much.  Upon  thefe  and 
the  likeConfiderations  They  may  humbly  hope 
for  Pity  and  Pardon  for  a  Miftake ;  fiich  an  one 
as  the  humbled,  mod  devout,  and  mod  confci- 
cntious  Men  might  be  the  apted  to  fall  into. 
li  4 
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But  what  mud  an  j^rian  have  to  fay,  at  that 
great  T)ay^  if  it .  appears  that  He  has  been  ut- 
tering Blaffhemies  againft  the  Son  of  God, 
and  reviling  his  Redeemer  (the  generality  of 
ibber  Chriftians  looking  on,  ail  the  while,  with 
Horror ;  Ihock'd  at  the  Impiety ;  and  openly 
declaring  and  proteding  againft  it)  and  for  no 
other  Reaibns,  in  the  laft  Refult,  but  becaufe 
He  thought  Generation  implied  l^ivl/ion,  and 
neceffaryQtVktx2X\on  implied  outward  C9-tf^/^»; 
and  He  could  not  underftand  whether  the  Unity 
fliould  be  called  Sfeclfick  or  Individual ;  nor 
bow  there  came  to  be  three  Perfons  ;  nor  why 
One  might  not  have  been  as  good  as  Three ; 
nor  why  the  Father  Ihould  be  faid  to  beget  the 
Son,  rather  than  vice  verfa ;  and  the  like  ?  Is 
this  kind  of  reafbning  fuitable  to,  or  becoming 
Chriftians^  who  have  their  Bible  to  look  into ; 
which  alone  can  give  any  Satisfaction  in  thefe 
Matters  ?  To  go  upon  our  own  Fancies  and 
Conjecilures,  in  a  Thing  of  this  Kind,  is  only 
betraying  too  little  Reverence  for  the  tremen- 
dous and  unfearchabic  Nature  of  God,  and  too 
high  an  Opinion  of  our  own  Selves.  You  have 
a  farther  Pretence,  built  upon  your  miftaken  No- 
tion of  individual^  which  I  need  not  take 
fioticc  of;  having  already  jtlmoft  fgrfeited  the 
f^eod^r  with  it. 
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Whether  any  thing  lefs  than  clear  and  evi^ 
dent  DemonflratioD,  on  the  fide  of  Arianifm^ 
ought  to  move  a  wife  and  good  Man,  againft 
fo  great  Appearances  of  Truth,  on  the  fide 
of  Orthodoxy,  from  Scripture,  Reafbo,  and 
Antiquity :  And  whether  we  may  not  wait 
long  before  we  find  fuch  Demooftratioii  ? 

IN  your  Anfwer  to  this,  I  am  rebuked,  firft, 
for  giving  the  Name  of  Orthodoxy^  to  it 
Scholaftick  Notion :  And  fecondly,  for  calling 
your  Dodf inc  Arianifin.    As  to  the  firft ,  I 
(land  lb  far  corredied,  as  to  beg  the  privi* 
lege  of  ufing  the  word.  Orthodoxy^  for  the 
Received  T)o£frine.    You  are  pleaied  to  call 
it  a  Scholaftick  Notion.    How  far  it  is  Scho- 
laftick, I  do  not  certainly  know  \  But  fure  I  am 
that  it  is  Primitive  and  Catholick :  And  I  do 
not  know  that  the  School-men  were  Hereticks 
in  this  Article.  If  They  were;  So  far,  you  may 
depend  upon  it,  our  Notion  is  not  Scholaftick^ 
As  to  your  Dodrine  being  juftly  call'd  Ari- 
anifin, 1  hope,  without  Oflence,  I  may  fay,  I 
have  made  it  plain  to  a  Demondration  (except- 
ing only  that,  in  ibme  Particulars,  you  fall  oe* 
low  Arianifin^  and  I  Ihould  advife  you  here- 
after, for  your  own  fake,  to  difpute  fb  clear  a 
Point  no  farther.    But  let  us  go  on.   You  add : 
If  if  ke  impojfiblf,  4X  ^/  Spripture 
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and  Reafon,  and  the  Senfe  of  the  mojl  antient 
Writers,  and  Councils  of  the  Church,  that 
the  Scholaftick  Notion  jhould  be  true  ;  and  if 
there  be  no  Medium  betwixt  ( the  Scholaflick 
Notion)  and  the  Notion  of  2)r.  Clarke  (that  is 
Arianifm)  then  it  will  be  demonjtrated  that 
(Arianilin)  is  the  true  ^Doitrine  of  Jefus 
Chriji  and  his  Afoftles,  as  revealed  in  Seri- 
fture,  and  the  true  Senfe  of  Scripture  inter- 
preted by  right  Reafon,  and  as  underjlood  by 
the  bejl  and  moft  antient  Chrijiian  Writers. 
This  is  your  ^emonftration  \  only  I  have 
thrown  in  a  word  or  two,  by  way  of  Paren- 
the(is»  to  make  it  the  clearer  to  the  Reader. 
The  fumm  of  it  is  this ;  if  the  Scholajiick  No- 
tion (by  which  you  mean  Sabellianifm)  be  not 
true ;  and  if  there  be  no  Medium  between  Sa- 
bellianifm  and  Arianifm  \   then  Arianifm  is 
the  true  Dodrine,  6?^.  That  is,  if  fi^ppofing 
be  proving,  and  if  begging  the  ^ejiion  be  the 
fame  thing  with  determining  it;  then  fomc- 
thing  wiJl  be  demonjtrated,  which  is  not  de- 
monftrated.    You  do  well  to  refer  us  to  your 
Appendix  for  proof,  and  to  fliifc  if  off  as  far 
as  poffible.    T)emonflrations  are  good  Things, 
but  fometimes  very  hard  to  come  at ;  as  you*l 
find  in  the  prefent  inftance.    You  may  take  as 
much  time  longer,  as  you  think  proper,  to  con- 
fider  of  it.    Give  me  a  T^emonftration,  juftly 
lb  called;  a  chain  of  clear  Reafoning,  beginning- 
from  ibme  plain  and  undoubted  Axiom ,  and 
regularly  dclcending  by  aeceflary  Dedudions, 

or 
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or  dole  Connexion  of  Ideas  ^  till  you  come 
at  your  Conclufion.  Till  you  can  do  this,  it 
will  be  but  labour  loft,  to  endeavor  to  fhake 
iht  .Received  T)o6irine  of  the  everblefled  Tri- 
nity. For,  unlefs  you  can  give  us  (bmething 
really  Solid  and  Subftantial,  in  an  Article  of  ib 
great  Importance,  the  Realbns  which  we 
have,  on  our  fide  of  the  Queftion,  are  io 
many,  lb  plain,  and  fo  forcible,  that  they 
muft,  and  will,  and  ought  to  fway  the  Minds  of 
modeft,  reafbnable,  and  confcientious  Men; 
while  the  Church  ftands,  or  the  World  lafts. 
Any  Man  that  duly  confiders  what  we  have  to 
plead  from  Holy  Scripture,  and  what  from  the 
concurring  Judgment  and  Pradice  of  the  Primi- 
tive and  Catholick  Church ;  and  refleds  farther 
upon  the  natural  Tenderneis  which  every  pious 
and  grateful  Mind  muft  have  for  the  Honour  of 
his  Bleffed  Lord  and  Saviour,  the  Dread  and 
Horror  of  Blalphemy,  and  how  Ihocking  a 
Thing  it  muft  appear  to  b^in  now  to  abridge 
Him  of  that  Refped:,  Service,  and  fupreme 
Adoration,  which  has  been  fb  long,  and  fo  uni- 
verfally  paid  Him,  and  by  the  bleflcd  Saints 
and  Martyrs  now  crown'd  in  Heaven ;  I  fay, 
any  Man  that  duly  condders  this,  will  eafily 
perceive  how  impoflible  it  is  for  Arianifin 
ever  to  prevail  generally,  except  it  be  upon 
one  or  other  of  thefe  Suppofitions :  Either 
that  the  Age  becomes  fb  very  Ignorant  or 
Corrupt^  that  They  know  not,  or  care  nor, 
what  They  do;  or  chat  fbme  aew  Light  fpring 

up. 
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op  on  the  fide  of  Arlanifin^  Ibmc  hidden  re- 
ferve  of  Extraordinary  Evidences,  fiich  as,  in 
1400  Years  Time,  the  Wit  of  Man  has  not 
been  able  to  difcover.  As  to  the  latter,  nei- 
ther your  feif,  nor  yet  the  learned  Yio6tor 
has  been  pleafed  to  favour  us  with  any  (och 
Dilcovery :  As  to  the  former,  I  have  too  good 
an  opinion  of  you  to  fuiped,  that  you  can  ei« 
thcr  hope,  or  wilh  for  it.  You  will  have  a 
mind  to  try  what  you  can  do :  And  lb  give  me 
leave  to  reprcfent  to  you  a  ihort  Summary  of 
what  we  are  to  exped  of  you. 

I.  You  are  to  prove,  either  that  the  Son  is 
not  Creator ;  or  that  there  are  two  Creators^ 
and  one  of  Them  a  Creature. 

z.  You  are  to  fhow,  either  that  the  Son  is 
not  to  be  worjhifd  at  all ;  or  that  there  arc 
two  Objeffs  ot  Worjhif^  and  one  of  Them  a 
Creature. 

3.  You  arc  to  prove,  either  that  the  Son  is 
not  God ;  or  that  there  are  two  Gods^  and  one 
of  Them  a  Creature. 

4.  You  are  to  Ihow,  that  yoxxr  Hy pot hejis  is 
high  enough  to  take  in  all  the  high  Titles  and 
Attributes  afcribed  to  the  Son  in  Holy  Scripture  j 
And,  at  the  fame  time  low  enough  to  account 
for  his  increafing  in  IVifdom,  not  knowing  the 
^ay  of  Judgment^  His  being  exceeding  for- 
rowful,  troubled,  crying  out  in  his  Agonies^ 
and  the  like.  You  are  to  make  all  to  meet  in 
the  one  Aoy©^,  or  fVord\  or  elfe  to  mend  your 
Scheme  by  borrowing  from  our$« 

5.  I 
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y.  I  muft  add ;  that,  whatever  you  undertakct 
you  are  either  to  prove  it  with  fuch  Strength^ 
Force,  and  Evidence,  as  may  be  fufficient  to 
bear  up  againft  the  Stream  of  Antiquity,  full 
and  flrong  againft  you ;  or  elfe  to  fliow  thac 
Antiquity  has  been  much  mifunderftood,  and  is 
mot  full  and  ftrong  againft  you. 

Now  you  lee,  what  you  have  to  do;  and 
our  Readers,  perhaps,  may  underftand  whac 
we  are  talking  about,  the  Duft  being,  I  hope» 
in  fbme  meafure  thrown  pfi*,  and  the  Caufe 
open'd.  Now  proceed,  ^You  think  proper  i 
Only  difpute  fair ;  drop  anroiguous  Terms,  or 
define  Them;  put  not  grofs  Things  upon  uS} 
contemn  every  Thing  but  Trath  in  the  fearch 
after  Truth ;  and  keep  clofe  to  the  Queftion : 
And  then  it  will  fbon  be  feen,  whether  jlri^ 
anijm,  ox  Catholicijm,  is  ihc  Scripure'T)o^ 
{irine  of  the  Trinity. 

There  remain  only  two  §lueries  ^  which  I 
have  any  concern  in;  and  1  hardly  think  it 
ncedfol  to  take  farther  notice  of  them,  the 
Subftance  of  them  being  contained  in  the  for- 
mer/ Befides  that  this  T>efenfe  being  drawn 
out  into  a  length  beyond  what  I  expeded,  I 
am  willing  to  come  to  a  Conclufion.  Youl 
cxcufe  me  for  not  returning  a  particular  Anfwer 
to  your  Queries,  having  obviated  all  that  is  of 
weight  in  Them,  in  this  T>efenfe  of  my  own, 
Befides,  you  have  now  had  fome  Years  to  con- 
fider  this  Subjed:,  and  may  probably  fee  reafon 
to  alter  fome  Thiqgs;  to  contract  yom  ^eries 

into 
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into  a  (horter  Compafs*  and  to  pat  them  clofei 
and  ftronger :  Tho'  that  part,  1  thiok,  ihould 
come,  after  you  have  made  a  T^efenfe  of  your 
own  Principles:  Otherwife,  you  know,  it  is 
nothing  but  finding  faults,  without  propo/ii^ 
any  way  to  mend  Them;  which  is  only  a  work 
of  Fancy ,  and  is  both  fruitleis ,  and  endlefe. 
My  defign  chiefly  was  to  be  upon  the  Offen- 
five:  The  ^efenjive  Part,  on  our  fide,  has 
been  handled  over  and  over ,  in  Books  well 
known,  and  eafy  0|L  be  had.  What  wasmoft 
wanting  was,  toMmt  out  the  particular  De- 
fers of  Dr,  C/^r/t^  Scheme,  which  was  thought 
to  contain  fomething  'new ;  and  was  certainly 
fct  forth  in  a  very  new  Method. 

In  Conclufion,  give  me  leave  to  tell  you,  that 
I  have  enrer'd  into  this  Caufc  (after  a  compe- 
tent weighing  of  what  1  could  meet  with,  on 
cither  fide)  under  a  full  Convidion  both  of  the 
Truth  and  Importance  of  it ;  and  with  a  Rcfb- 
lution  (by  God*s  AflTiftance)  to  maintain  it; 
till  1  fee  Reafbn  (  which  I  dcfpair  of)  to  alrcr 
my  Judgment  of  it.  Make  you  the  beft  you 
can  of  your  fide  of  the  Queftion,  in  a  rational 
and  fair  manner.  Truth  is  what  I  finccrely 
aim  at,  whether  it  be  on  your  fide,  or  on 
mine.  But  I  may  be  allowed  to  (peak  with  the 
greater  Confidence  in  this  Caule,  fince  the  Con- 
troverfy  is  not  new^  but  has  been  exhaufted 
Jong  ago  ;  and  all  had  been  done  on  your  Side, 
that  the  Wit  of  Man  could  do,  long  before  ei- 
ther You,  or  Dr.  Clarke  appeared  in  it.  Yea 

may. 
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may,  if  you  pleafe,  traverfe  over  ^ain  Scri- 
fture^  Antiquity^  and  Reafbn.  As  to  the 
iirft ;  all  the  Texts  you  can  pretend  to  bring 
againft  us,  have  been  weighed  and  conHder'd; 
and  we  have  Solutions  ready  for  them ;  while 
you  are  yet  to  feek  how  to  give  a  tolerable 
Account  of  feveral  Texts;  thofe.  elpecially, 
which  declare  the  Unity  of  God,  and  proclaim 
the  Son  to  be  God^  Creator^  and  an  Object  of 
fVorJhip  and  Adoration.  If  you  proceed  to 
Fathers^  They  ftand  pointed  againft  you ;  and 
you  are  certain  to  expofe  your  Caufe,  as  often 
as  you  hope  for  any  Relief  or  Succour  from 
Them.  If  laftly  (which  you  think  your  ftrong- 
eft  Hold)  you  retire  to  Thilofophy  and  Meta- 
phyficks^  I  humbly  conceive,  you  will  ftill  be 
able  to  do  nothing.  It  will  be  only  falling  to 
ConJeBure,  after  you  foil  of  Troof ;  and  giv- 
ing the  World  your  Wijhes,  when  They  look'd 
for  l^emonftrations.  I  do  not  exped  you 
Ihould  believe  one  Word  of  what  I  have  now 
laid ;  neither  fay  I  it  to  difcourage  any  rational 
Inquiries ;  let  Truth  have  its  utmoft  Trial,  that 
it  may  afterwards  Shine  out  with  greater  Luftre : 
Only  let  not  your  Zeal  out-run  your  Proofs. 
If  your  Arguments  have  Weight  fufficient  to 
carry  the  Point  with  Men  of  Senfe,  let  us  have 
Them  in  their  full  Strength;  all  reafbnablc 
Men  will  thank  you  for  Them.  But  if,  failing 
in  Troof,  you  fhould  condefcend  (which  yet  I 
am  perfwaded  you  will  not)  to  Wile  and  Stra- 
tagem, to  Colours  and  Difguifes,  to  Mifrepre* 

(entatioQ 
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lencation  and  Sophi(fary»  in  hopes  to  work  your 
way  through  the  onlearoed  and  unthinkiDg  Part 
of  the  World ;  Then  let  me  afTure  you  before- 
hand, that  That  Method  will  not  do.  Every 
Man,  that  has  a  Spark  of  generous  Fire  lefr^ 
will  rife  up  againft  (uch  Pradices;  and  be  filled 
with  Difdain  to  fee  Parts  and  Learning  io  pro*^ 
flituted.  and  Readers  lb  uied. 


/  am.  Sir.  jour 


Friend  and  Servant. 


POST. 
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To  the  Firft  EDITION. 

T  Have  jufl:  raq  oyer  the  Second  Edition  of 
1  Dr.  Clarke's  Serif ture -^oBrine wher0 
lobferyre,  that  moft  of  the  Paffages,  which  t 
have  ^oimadvQrced  upon ,  ftaod  as  They  didt 
without  any  Gorredion  ot  Amendment. 
Where  the  Dodor  has  attempted  any  Thing, 
which  may  fecra  to  weaken  the  Force  of 
what  I  have  ofTer'd  above,  I  ihall  here  take 
notice  of  it.  ,1  b^d  noted  (as  the  learned 
Mt.  fFekhman  bad  done  before  me)  the  Do- 
i^or's  unfair  manner  of  (iipprefling  fonje  Words 
Qi  Chryfojipm,  which  were  neceflary  to  let  the 
Reader  into  the  Author's  true  meaning.  The 
Do<Jior  here  endo^vors  *  to  bring  Himfelf  ofl; 
by  faying,  that  the  Words  left  out  are  Chry- 
fojicm's  own  Inference,  and  not  the  ExflU 
cation  of  the  Words  of  the  Text.  Bpt  the 
Truth  is ;  Chryfojiom's  Inference  ihows  plainly 
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what  his  Explication  of  the  Text  was ;  which 
Explication  rcprelcntcd  feparatcly  without  that 
Inference^  by  the  Help  of  theDodor  prefacing 
it,  was  made  to  appear  in  another  Light,  and 
to  fpeak  another  Senfe  than  what  the  Aorhor 
intended.    One  in  Tower  (xaraJ  Jb'ra^uw)  is  the 
lame,  with  Cbryfoftom^  as  equal  in  Power  or 
Ability,  and  ejjentially  fo.    He  could  never 
have  imagined,  that  one  in  Tower  fhould  fignify 
no  more  than  the  Dodor  pretends.  One  having 
infinite  and  the  other  only  finite  Power,  could 
not,  according  to  Chryfofiom^   be  properly 
iaid  to  be  one,  x-ato  <rt\aAtir,  in  Tower,  His 
Interpretation  then,  being  not  only  different 
but  contrary  to  the  Dodor's,  fhould  not  have 
been  reprefented  in  fuch  a  Manner  ( by  fup- 
preffing  a  part  of  it )  as  to  be  made  to  appear 
to  countenance  a  Notion,  which  it  clearly  coa- 
tradids. 

The  learned  Doftor  *  has  put  in  an  Expla- 
natory Tarenthefis  to  his  Tranflation  of  a 
Paflage  of  Irenatis.    I  have  took  notice  f^- 
bove  that  He  had  not  done  Juftice  to  Ire- 
naus^  in  that  PafTage :  And  t  am  glad  to  find 
that  the  DodJor  Himfclf  is  now  fcnfible  of  it. 
He  has  not  yet  come  up  to  the  fiill  Senfc  of 
the  Author  ;  as  you  may  perceive,  by  com- 
paring what  He  hath  laid  with  what  I  have 
remarked  above.    But  He  has  faid  as  much  as 
could  be  expe(3:ed  of  Him:  The  wiler  way 
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would  have  been,  to  have  (Iruck  the  Quotatioa 
ouc  of  his  Book. 

Pag.  148.  The  learned  Dodor  Criticizes  a 
PafTage  of  St.  Aujl'in ;  which  I  am  obliged  to 
take  notice  of»  having  made  ufe  of  that  Padage 
in  thefc  Sheets :  *  I  will  give  you  the  Dol- 
or's own  Words,  that  you  may  be  the  better  able 
to  judge  of  the  Matter.    After  He  had  cited 
feveral  PafTages  out  of  Jufitn  Martyr^  where, 
probably,  Juftin  was  (peaking  of  the  Tem- 
porary asc^i\iwi-,y  or  Manifepation  ^  or  Ge^ 
neration  of  God  the  Son,  He  proceeds  thus. 
*•  Note:  In  all  thefe  Paflages,  the  words 
•*  i8«A>ty,  andi2«Ai5>and:&eAHi^i^d<J^^^Mi»fignify 
•*  evidently,  not  volente^  hwi  volunt ate  \  not 
the  mere  yif probation,  but  the  ji{f  of  the 
**  fVill.    And  therefore  Sr.  jiujiin  is  very 
**  fair,  when  He  confounds  thefe  two  Things, 
**  and  asks  {^utrum  Tater  ft  T>eus,  Volens 
an  Nolens)  whether  the  Father  Himfelf  be 
God,  with  or  without  his  own  fFilH  The 
•*  Anlwer  is  clear:  He  is  God  {Volens')  with 
*'  the  Approbation  of  his  Will ;  but  not  w/i//r- 
tate,  not  ;cj^  RfiXviu  not  ^H\^y  bi\ii<r{^  and 
i\jAiJi{,  not  by  an  jIB  of  his  Will,  but  by 
Necejfty  of  Nature.    Thus  far  the  learned 
Dodor.    This  is  ftrange  Mifteprefcntation.  I 
pafs  by  his  Mifconftruiaion  of  Juflin  Martyr^ 
and  his  Infin'uation  ( grounded  upon  it)  that 
the  Son  became  God^  by  ^xiAdl  of  \ki^Father^% 
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ff^ill.  Admktkig  it  were  fo ;  how  is  Sc.  jtnftk 
concerned  in  this  Matter,  aod  how  comes  ia 
the  Do&oi^sTberefbre,  where  there  is  no  man- 
ser  of  CdonexioD  ?  Was  St.  jtujtin  CorameDt- 
ing  upon  Juftin  Martyr  1  The  Dodori 
Thoo^t  feems  to  have  been  this:   That  St. 
jimftin^  havii^  admitted  that  the  Son  was  G§d 
by  ao  jf0  of  the  Father's  ff^iU,  and  being 
prefs'd  with  the  difficulty  ariiiog  from  that  Sap- 
pofitiont  had  no  way  of  coming  off,  but  by 
asking,  whether  the  Father  Himfelf  was  oot 
God  by  his  own  Will.  If  this  was  not  the  Do 
€cox^%  Thought,  it  is  at  lead  what  his  Reader), 
very  probid>ly,  will  have,  upon  the  reading 
the  Dodor's  Note.  But  to  clear  up  this  Matter, 
ril  tell  you  the  whole  Calc.    ThtArians,  for- 
merly, as  well  as  now,  being  very  defirous  to 
make  a  Creature  of  God  the  Son,  fct  their 
Wits  to  work  to  find  Arguments  for  it.  They 
had  a  great  mind  to  bring  the  Cathelicks  to 
julmit  that  the  Son  was  firft  produced,  or  gene- 
rated, by  an  A£i  of  the  Father's  IVill  (ia 
the  Sen(e  of  free  Choice)  and  the  Confcquencc 
Tbey  intended  from  it,  was,  that  the  Son 
was  a  Creature.    The  Catholicks  would  not 
adiqit  their  Vofiulatum  without  Proof;  and 
jfb  the  Arimts  attempted  to  prove  it  thus,  by  a 
dilemma.   The  Father  begat  his  Sop,  either 
Holewt,  otVolensi  againfi  his  Will,  or  d-irA 
his  Will :  It  could  not  be  again^  his  Will,  that 
^s  ^(urd;  therefore  it  mu^  be  with  his  fTill; 
therefore  thzi\4^  of  x\ie  Yfili  was  precedent 


^  o  S  T  s  c  n  j9  r: 

to  the  Son's  Exigence,  and  the  Father  /ri^  r6 
the  ^n.  Here  the  Dodor  may  fee,  who  the 
Men  were  that  firft  confounded  two  dtftmd 
Things,  mere  Afp'obatkn^  and  an  ASi  of  the 
fVill:  Not  the  acute  St-  Auftin,  not  the  Ca^ 
t  ho  licks  but  the  Ar ions.  To  proceed:  The 
♦  Catholicks^  particularly  Athanajius^  Gregory 
Nazianzen,  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  and  St  Au- 
fiin  (Men  of  excellent  Senie,  and  who  knew 
how  to  talk  pertinently)  eafily  contrived  td 
baffle  their  Adrerferiea  with  their  own  Wea* 
pons.  Tell  ui,  fey  They  to  the  ^rM«/,  whether 
the  Father  be  God,  Nolens^  ot  P^olens  ;  againft 
his  Will,  or  with  his  Will.  This  quite  con- 
founded the  Men,  and  their  T)ilemma\  and 
They  had  not  a  word  to  fay  more.  For,  if 
They  had  faid  Nolens,  againft  his  Willi  that 
was  manifeftly  abfiird:  If  They  had  hxdVolens^ 
with  his  Will\  then,  by  their  own  Ai^umenr, 
They  made  the  Father  frior  to  Himfelf.  The 
Dodor  perhaps  might  have  help'd  Them  out; 
Let  us  fee  then :  The  Anfwer,  He  l^ys,  is  clear. 
But  what  is  clear  ?  Does  He  imagine  there  was 
any  difficulty  in  anfwering  St.  Auftin^s  Que- 
ft  ion .  taken  by  it  klf?  This  required  no 
OedipiSi  Any  Man  might  readily  anfwer  it: 
But  the  difficulty  was  for  an  Arian  to  make 
an  Anfwer,  which  ihould  not  recoil  upon  Him- 
felf Let  us  take  the  Dolor's  Anfwer,  and  ob- 

*  Atiianaf.  Orat.  |.  p»  6io,6ii'  Gr^ry  Nazianx.  Orat.  jf. 
P*  S^T>  S^^*  Cjril.  Alenodr.  Tbefmr.  p.  fo,  jf ^.  Auguft. 
Tom.  8.  p.  <ttf.  99^  Ed.  Beood. 
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fervc  whether  it  could  be  of  ufe.  TAe  Father^ 
lays  He»  is  God  with  the  jff probation  of  his 
mil  (Volcns)  not  by  an  of  his  IVilL 
But  if  an  Avian  formerly  had  thus  aofwer'd  St. 
AuJIitt,  it  would  have  made  the  good  Father 
linile.  For,  He  would  immediately  have  re- 
plied: Well  then;  lb  the  Father  had  his  Son 
(Volcns)  with  the  Approbation  of  his  JVill^ 
and  not  by  an  A£t  of  his  fTill:  And  now  what 
becomes  of  your  dilemma,  and  your  Nolens 
Volens  ?  What  could  the  Arian  have  pretend- 
ed farther,  except  it  were  to  perfift  in  it,  that 
the  Son  was  God  by  an  A£i  of  the  Willi  To 
which  it  would  be  readily  anfwcr'd,  that  this 
was  begging  the  Queftion ;  and  fb  the  whole 
muft  have  ended.  Judge  you  now,  whether 
the  Dodor  or  St.  Aujlin  had  the  greater  Acu- 
men in  this  Matter ;  and  which  of  them  is  mod 
apt  to  be  very  unfair,  and  to  confound  diftind 
Things. 
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